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CURRENT TOPICS, 


A.tHovucH No formal announcement has yet appeared on the 
subject, it is believed that the company winding-up business, 
and probably also the bankruptcy business, of the High Court 
will be transferred, before the commencement of the Hilary 
Sittings, to Bucxitzry and Byryg, JJ. We understand it has 
been arranged that the new court shall be open to all the 
leaders of any court in the Chancery Division. 





In A RECENT action for libel the jury found for the plaintiff 
and fixed the damages at a very considerable figure. On a 
subsequent day an application was made, on behalf of the 
defendants, for a stay of execution, with a view of applying for 
a new trial, and two grounds were put forward. The first was 
that the damages were excessive; the second was that one of 
the jury had made an affidavit that he had not agreed with the 
verdict recorded. -This latter is an extraordinary ground for 
asking for a new trial, and it is submitted that to grant a new 
trial on such a ground would be a very us ent. 
A jury give their verdict through the mouth of their 
and are always asked in the first instance by the officer of the 
court whether they have all agreed on their verdict. It is only 
after the foreman has answered ‘‘ yes” to this question that he 
is allowed to state what that verdict is. Now, if any member 
of the jury does not agree with the rest of his fellows, surely he 
ought at once to interpose when the foreman says that they are 
all agreed. If he does so, they will be asked to again retire 
and give the matter some further consideration. If, however, he 
keeps silence, he must be taken to have tacitly admitted that he 
agrees with the rest, and if he continues to keep silence until 
the jury is discharged, he ought certainly to keep silence for 
ever. It is clearly improper for him on some subsequent 
occasion to approach the defeated party with a statement that 
he disagreed with the verdict, and still more improper to make 
an affidavit to that effect. This was evidently the view taken 
the matter by the Lord Chief Justice on the recent application, 
and although the substance of the affidavit was mentioned, the 
learned judge refused to allow it to be read. It will be of some 
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interest to see how the Court of Appeal will treat the matter if 
it is brought before them as a ground for an application for a 
new trial. 





Tue EFFoRTS of even so eminent a judge as JEssEt, M.R., to 
establish new law are not always successful. It has hitherto 
been possible with some confidence to quote his judgment in 
Werderman v. Société Générale d’ Electricité (19 Ch. D. 246) as 
laying down the proposition that when a contract between a 
patentee and an assignee of the patent required that certain 
payments should be made by every holder of the patent, then 
this contract could be enforced against successive holders, at any 
rate so far as there were profits against which the payments 
were chargeable. The principle is obviously analogous to that 
upon which covenants sometimes run with land, but Jzsszx, M.R., 
expressly put it upon a different footing. ‘‘ What,” he said, 
‘* Spencer’s case (5 Rep. 160) and Keppel v. Bailey (2 My. & K. 517) 
have to do with such a case as this I cannot see. It is a part of 
the bargain that the patent shall be worked in a particular way 
and the profits be disposed of in a particular way, and no one 
taking with notice of that bargain can avoid the liability.” But 
in Bagot Pneumatic Tyre Co. v. Clipper Pneumatic Tyre Co. 
(Times, 11th inst.) the Court of Appeal (Vavenan WILLIAMs, 
Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) has distinctly refused to 
recognize that patents are placed in this exceptionally favoured 
position, and Vavenan Wittiams, L.J., regarded the law 
relating to leaseholds as applicable. It is of course familiar 
that, as laid downin Cox v. Bishop (8 D. M. & G. 815), a covenant 
does not run with leasehold property unless there is a legal assign- 
ment, and a fortiori, according to the learned Lord Justice, this 
applies toa patent. Werderman’s case, he said, did not support the 
plaintiff’s contention, “ for if it did it would be in direct conflict 
with the principles laid down in Cor v. Bishop.” The remark 
seems to overlook the real meaning of the judgment of JxsszEL, 
M.R., which, as we have seen, ostentatiously put on one side the 
analogy of covenants running with the land, and invented a 
new doctrine for patents, resting solely upon the equity raised 
by an assignee taking the patent with notice. However, the 
result seems to be that this new doctripe is not sound, and 
where, as in the present case, the patent, or licence to use it, 
has not been legally assigned, the holder comes under no 
liability by reason of the original covenant. Whether he would 
come under such liability if there had been a legal assignment 
seems to be not altogether clear. 





Tue ExTRAORDINARY case Of Aitken v. London and North-Western 
Railway Co. (Times, 12th inst.), before Darumne, J., and a 
special jury this week, in which the plaintiff sued the 
defendant company for negligencé in the custody of a 
mummy brought from Peru, seemed at one time to be in 
danger of going off upon the point that there can be no 
property in a dead body. That such is the ordinary 
rule there is no doubt, and an interesting discussion of the 
law upon the subject will be found in the judgment of Kay, J., in 
Williams v. Williams (20 Ch. D. 659), a case which arose upon 
the validity of a direction by a testator to 4 person not an 
executor to burn his body. The direction was carried out after 
the burial of the body by the executors, but it was held that 
the expense of £321 incurred in so doing was not recoverable from 
them. The law as to a dead body is that there is no ownershipof it, 
but the executors have a right to the custody and possession of 
it until it is properly buried. The rule was exemplified in Reg. 
v. For (2 Q. B. 246), where a gaoler had refused to deliver up 
to the executors the body of a pereon who died while a 
prisoner, unless they would satisfy certain claims by the 
debtor. This new form of lien was rejected, and the executors’ 
right to possession was enforced by a peremptory mandamus. Much 
information also as to the disposal of the dead is to be found 
im the charge of Srzernzy, J., to the juryin Reg. v. Price (12 
Q. B. D. 247), where he declared the practice of cremation to 
be lawful, provided it was not done so as to amount to 
SF gery nuisance. But while all thie is true of the 

y of a person who has recently died, or, though the 
death has not been recent, who has been buried under such 
circumstances that any interference with the body would be 





shocking to the feelings of survivors, different consideration 
arise in the case of a corpse which, by artificial preservation and 
the lapse of centuries, has passed into the state of amummy. It hay 
then steaming an object of curiosity, and from being an object of 
curiosity it is a short step to become also an article of commerce, 
It is brought down to the level of common things, and rights of 
property attach. The probability of any question arising as to 
when a dead body ceases to be a corpse and becomes a mummy 
is rather remote. 





At THE Stafford Assizes lately a man was indicted under 
section 14 of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100 for “attempting to discharge 
a loaded revolver with intent to kill and murder A. B.” The 
weapon used was a central-fire revolver and it was ‘‘ loaded” 
in the sense that each chamber contained a cartridge, but the 
cartridges were pin-fire, and so the revolver could not be dig. 
charged by drawing the trigger. The prisoner had held the 
pistot at the head of the prosecutrix, and pulled the trigger 
several times, of course without result. Now there are several 
old cases which decided that where a firearm is so faultily 
loaded as not to be capable of doing harm by having the 
trigger pulled, a prisoner under such circumstances cannot be 
convicted. These cases were cited for the prisoner, but they are 
clearly no longer law, as section 19 of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100 
provides that any weapon loaded in the barrel with powder and 
any ball or shot shall be deemed to be loaded within the meaning 
of section 14, although the attempt to discharge may fail from 
want of proper priming. Neither was the accused benefited by 
the plea that he could not be convicted of attempting to commit 
an act which it was physically impossible for him to 
complete. This theory, ounce generally accepted, and author- 
itatively enunciated in Reg. v. Collins (L. & O. 471), dies 
very hard, but it must be allowed that now it is really dead, 
The case referred to is the well-known one in which it was held 
that a man who put his hand into a pocket intending to steal 
whatever it might contain, could not be convicted of an attempt 
to commit larceny as the pocket happened to be empty. This 
case was, however, expressly held in 2. v. Brown (24 Q. B.D, 
357) to be no longer law, and it does not seem to have been 
followed for some years. It may, therefore, be said with 
confidence that nowadays, wherever a person, with the intention 
of committing a crime, does an act directly in furtherance of 
that intention, he may be convicted of attempting to commit the 
crime, although, for some reason of which he is ignorant, it is 
not possible that the act can have the intended effect. No one, 
however, can be convicted of attempting to commit a crime 
unless the intention to commit a crime is present. In the recent 
case the jury found as a fact that the prisoner, when he 
presented the pistol and drew the trigger, knew that it could not 
be discharged. This finding clearly nogatived the intention, 
and the judge held that the indictment could not be supported. 





Tue pecision of the Court of Appeal (Coriins, M.R., and 
Srratine and Maruew, L.JJ.) in the two cases of Gordon ¥. 
London, City, and Midland Bank and Gordon vy. Capital and 
Counties Bank (Times, 10th inst.) proceeded upon what seems t 
be a narrow construction of section 82 of the Bills of Exchange Act, 
1882, a construction, however, which gains some support from the 
judgment in the House of Lords in Great Western Railway ¥. 
London and County Banking Co. (50 W. R. 50; 1901, A. CO. 414) 
The section provides that “‘where a banker in good faith and 
without negligence receives payment for a customer of a cheque 
crossed generally or specially to himself, and the banker has 20 
title or a defective title thereto, the banker shall not incur aay 
liability to the true owner by reason pnly of having recei 
such payment.” The section is designed to protect a 
which collects a crossed cheque in the performance of a duly 
imposed upon it by custom and sanctioned by statute. 
drawer or holder of a cheque by crossing it can ensure that 
shall be paid only to a bank, and since banks are therefor 
bound to collect cheques, it has been thought necessary to sav? 
them from the strict liability imposed by the common law ups 
any one who deals with property, including a cheque, in d 
tion of the title of the true owner. It seems, however, that 
question whether a bank obtains the statutory pro 
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upon the mode in which it deals in its books with a 
cheque paid into the account of a customer. If, as in the 
present cases, the cheque had been stolen, and bears a forged 
indorsement, then the bank is safe if it abstains from enteri 
itto the credit of the customer and waits till the cas 
jg received from the bank on which the cheque is drawn. It 
then does no more than receive payment for its customer, and 
thesection applies. Butif the bank enters it at once to the credit 
of the customer—as is sometimes done—and lets him draw upon it, 
then, according to the decision of the Court of Appeal, the bank 
has elected to take over the cheque for itself, and the proceeds 
when collected are received, not for the customer, but for the 
bank. Hence section 82 does not apply. Some stress was 


laid on the fact that the cheques were indorsed also by the 
qstomer, but this is only ordinary banking practice. The case 
of Great Western Railway v. London and County Bank did not go 
wo far, for there cash was paid over the counter for the cheques 
toa person who had no account at the bank; and the case of 


Clarke v. London and County Bank (45 W. R. 383; 1897, 1 Q. B. 
552), though the Master of the Rolls professed to follow it, 
seems to proceed upon a contrary view. There the cheque was at 
once credited to the customer’s account, which was overdrawn, 
and it put him in funds against which he was allowed to 
draw; but it was held that the section applied. The matter 
appears to require further elucidation. 





Ir wAs announced some days ago that an action would shortly 
be brought against Lord Krronzner, Lord Muyer, and others 
jn authority at the Cape of Good Hope, for the arrest and 
deportation from that colony of Miss Emmy Hosnovusz. The 
facts which are relied upon as constituting the cause of action 
ate that Miss Hoxsnovss sailed for South Africa before martial 
law had been proclaimed there, and that upon her arrival she 
was informed by an officer who came on board that she would 
not be allowed to land. She asked for permissien to be allowed 
to remain a short time in Oape Town in order to recruit her 
strength ; but this was refused, and she was ultimately removed 
by a party of soldiers, using no more force than was n ; 
toanother vessel and conveyed to England. As regards form, 
there appears to be no objection to the action. An action may 
be maintained in this country for a tort committed abroad, and 
itmay proceed to trial if the defendant is served with process 
wcording to the Judicature Acts. With regard to the sub- 
stantial part of the action we have no intention to pronounce 
an opinion, but we may remark that points of unusual interest 
may be raised. For the plaintiff it will, no doubt, be urged 
that, under the common law and Magna Charta, the executive 
have no power to summarily banish any British subject from 
British territories against his will; and the defendants will 
probably contend that, the colony having been placed under 
martial law in consequence of a supposed disaffection or re- 
ellious spirit among the people, they were entitled to use such 
timmary proceedings as they might reasonably think necessary 
to check and stop the rebellion, and to this extent to supersede 
the common law. It is scarcely necessary to say that there is 
little or no authority as to the precise limit of the powers of the 
Crown in the suppression of rebellion. In the few cases where 
the question has been discussed the controversy has generally 
been as to whether punishments ordered by military tribunals 
vere excessive and illegal. The present case is not one of 
punishment for any alleged offence, but will be alleged to be one 
ofa precautionary measure to remove a particular person who, it 
vill be suggested, was capable of exercising a dangerous 
weendency in the State. 





Taz action in Mostyn v. Fabrigas (Oowp. 161) was, to some 
tent, similar. There the defendant, the English Governor 
tt Minorca, pleaded that the plaintiff was guilty of a riot, 

was endeavouring to raise a mutiny among the in- 
labitants of the island, whereupon the defendant, in order 
angi the peace and government of the island, was 
to, and did, order the plaintiff to be banished 

fom the island, and that the plaintiff was accordingly removed 


different. In Mostyn v. Fabrigas the plaintiff was banished 
from the island, his place of residence; in the t case Miss 
Hosxovse was merely prevented from ing in South Africa. 
In Mostyn v. Fabrigas it does not appear that there was any 
rebellion in Minorca, or that martial law had been proclaimed. 
It appears, too, that the defendant had acted without reasonable 
and probable cause, and this will scarcely be admitted by the South 
African authorities in the ings against them. They will, 
no doubt, contend that they were warranted in taking preventive 
measures for the restoration of order in the colony, and that, 
although it may appear to some persons that they went further 
than was strictly necessary, there was no greater hardship so far as 
the plaintiff was — than arises in me case of Say eto 
or immigration laws which are imposed by the islatures 
of different colonies. The question of reasonable and prob- 
able cause will probably, if the case is tried, be left to the 
jury. Whether the Legislature of this country or of the 
colonies will ever so far define martial law as to specify the 
summary proceedings which may be taken by military authori- 
ties for the suppression of riot and rebellion, we cannot even 
conjecture. Until this is done, our officers can only rely upon 
an Act of indemnity to protect them from the consequences of 
= bond fide done by them in the supposed discharge of their 
uties. 








MR. JUSTICE GRANTHAM ON THE CIRCUIT SYSTEM. 


Mr. Justice GrantoaM has contributed to the current number 
of the Nineteenth Century a very readable paper on the circuit 
system. The immediate cause of it is the criticism upon the 
system contained in Sir Henry Fow1zr’s recent presidential 
address at the Oxford meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, 
a criticism which is on the lines of strictures at various times 
assed upon the system in the proceedings of the society. The 
errned judge regards these strictures as me the result of 
the ignorance of London solicitors as to the work done by judges 
at the assizes, and this ignorance he seeks to remove by a few 
facts taken from his own experience on circuit. 

Before considering how these bear on the subject, it will be 
useful to recall what was really the gist of Sir Hznry’s 
observations. According to Mr. Justice Granruam, they fall 
— ry 2 ecg ap waste of time a days ; the 
absolute failure of the assize system and the hopelessness of an 
reform ; and the lamentable waste of time and money ienutval 
in the system generally. Turning to the president’s address, it 
will be found that this summary goes somewhat beyond what he 
really said. He quoted the judicial statistics as shewing the 
inconsiderable nature of the civil business transacted at many of 
the assize towns. “In the year 1899,” he said, “no actions 
were entered at four of the assize towns, five causes and under 
were entered at twenty-four of the assize towns, and at sixteen 
of such towns that has been the case for the past six years” ; 
and he made a point of the waste of time over commission 
days. ‘The number of commission days [in 1899], 
exclusive of those commission days on which actions or 
prisoners were tried, was 139, and the annual average since 
1895 of these useless commission days has been 135 days 
annum.” In subsequent remarks he referred to the lamenta 
waste of time—“‘and that means waste of money "—which the 
mode of transacting civil business at the assizes involved. The 
system was developed when travelling was difficult and people 
rarely left their homes. ‘‘ But those days have away ; 
what was appropriate and necessary in 1800 is an absurd 
anachronism in 1901.” Atthe same time Sir Henry Fowrer 
disclaimed the idea of advocating the centralizing of the 
administration of justice in the metropolis. He pointed 
out the advan of periodically administering both 
civil and criminal justice in suitable local centres by 
judges of the highest standing, and therefore he was 
not an advocate for the sweeping away of the circuit system. 
“That system can be p and strengthened and made 
more onesie | a selection of suitable places where assizes 
should be periodically held, and by requiring, as far as prac- 
ticable, the trial of local causes in the localities where the parties 
reside and where the dispute arises.” In furtherance of the 




































W Spain. But the circumstances of the present case are 


reform he advocated the extension of county court jurisdiction— 
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with the separation of mere debt collecting from genuine litiga- 
tion—and of the criminal jurisdiction of quarter sessions. 

It may be taken, then, that Sir Hzwry Fow1zr complained 
of the waste of time and money involved in the present circuit 
system, and incidentally he called attention to the particular 
waste of time involved in setting aside a day for the purely 
nominal business of opening the commission; but he by no 
means regarded reform as hopeless. Mr. Justice GranrHaM 
rather reverses the substantial gist of the criticism and deals 
with the condemnation of commission days as being its chief 
point. He devotes several pages, therefore, to shewing that in 
practice this commission day is by no means wasted, but is 
devoted to travelling and to the necessary preparation for the 
business at the new assize town. ‘‘My learned friend Sir 
Henry,” he says, “has quite forgotten that a judge is a 
corporeal being and cannot travel by telegraph, and has to travel 
even yet, like other human beings, by railways from town to town, 
and that is what this commission day is. Itis really the travelling 
day. And to avoid waste of time these idle, lazy judges” 
—the paper is written in a vein of pleasant humour— 
“after often long railway journeys from one town to 
another, always opened the commissions after they had arrived 
at their destination from the last assize town. Over and over 
again this was done at eight and nine at night, and on one 
occasion I remember it being done at Hertford a few minutes 
before 12 p.m., as the judges could not arrive before.” In 

‘fact, as Mr. Justice GranrHam shews, the assize work often 
encroaches on the commission day and the judge misses what 
is a necessary interval. ‘‘ From my personal experience, I am 
sorry to say, exigencies of work on circuit are constantly putting 
judges to the greatest possible inconvenience by their not being 
able to get the whole of this day to travel and do extra work 
in ”? 


We need not follow Mr. Justice Granrnam further 
into the somewhat minute details which he gives as 
to judicial life on circuit. The wasted commission days 
are, after all, not the chief ground of complaint against 
the circuit system, though it may be noticed that if 
there were fewer assize towns there would be a saving 
of travelling days. No one is more competent than the learned 
judge to speak on such a matter, and while the setting apart of 
a day for opening the commission seems to most people 
superfluous, yet if the day is actually required for the due 
conduct of assize business, it must of course be retained. Mr. 
Justice GrantHam is perhaps at his best when fulfilling the 
important duty of administering criminal justice at the assizes, 
and his opinion on anything affecting that jurisdiction is entitled 
to great respect. But when we pass to the main part of the 
argument—the necessity of restricting civil business to a 
smaller number of places—his paper is perhaps not quite 
so convincing. The case is hardly to be met by particular 
instances of actions tried well and economically on circuit, and 
other actions from the country tried at great length and expense 
in London. Mr. Justice Grantoam has an amusing story of a 
Chancery judge who once confided to him at lunch that he had 
been for nine days trying a right of way case from Northumber- 
land, and had only got to the end of the plaintiff's case. Of 
course the common law judge would have finished the whole 
matter in two or three days on circuit, and his brother of the 
Chancery Division, when remonstrated with on the length at 
which the witnesses were heard, is said to have replied: “ Well, 
but they have been brought to London, and it’s a pity not to 
let them give their evidence; and I must be sitting some- 
where, so why should I not let them be called?” The story 
is good enough, but before letting it do more than excite 
a smile, it would be well to have the Chancery judge’s own 
version. 

Perhaps we may be permitted to say, with respect, that this is 
not the sort of thing with which to enlighten the “ uneducated 
and ignorant” people who call for a change in the circuit 
system—uneducated and ignorant, as Mr. Justice GranrHam 
explains, on this particular subject. Nor, perhaps, are the gener- 

y admitted defects of the system to be glossed over by the 
amusing style in which he taxes London solicitors with 
their want of acquaintance with matters on which they report. 
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Law Society only back up the requirements in the way gm {nce; 
reform which the judges have declared to be necessary. UJ wo as t 
the whole it would seem to be enough to leave the learns The 
judge to the mercies of his brethren when next they mectiy ™ be inv 
council, but our regard for him makes us hope that the unnamel @ ably 2 
“Chancery judge ” of the right of way case will not be there, fy fl 
-kn 
adjoini 
THE NATURE OF FREEBOARD LAND. eo 
Ir occasionally happens that the legal practitioner, in th J} preserv 
course of examining a title, finds that a narrow strip of lani & sented 
forming part of the property, is referred to in some of th the mai 
documents as ‘‘ freeboard,” and he may not be a little puzzlel H to shoo 
to know what may be the consequent rights and liabilities of domain 
the owner with respect to it. If his investigations should lea space | 
him to refer to such an ancient and generally accepted workul his fer 
the Zermes de la ley, and the strip should be more than two fox these | 
and a half in width, he will only be more puzzled than ever, fr these w 
the learned author of that book defines freeboard as “in som it may 


Places the Right of claiming a certain Quantity of land beyoni% board | 


or without the Fence containing about two Foot and a Half” intents 
and gives for his authority Monasticon Anglicauum, Tom. ii, p@ held al 
141. Fortunately, a reference to that authority shews that th by the 
term is capable of a wider meaning, for the passage relied mM not an 
(which is e¢ totum boscum quod vocatur Brendewoode cum reason. | 
bordo duorum pedum et dimidium per circuitum illius bos) Free! 
obviously only means that, in the particular case of the bose, gyners 
wood, or forest of Brendwood, the freeboard was one of two ani practice 
a half feet in width. This, of course, is not inconsistent wi veyance 
the freeboard being of a greater or less width elsewhere, andi of the 
may probably be defined, with sufficient accuracy, either #19) ognors) 
certain limited quantity of land, of a width determined by loul moiety 
custom, varying in different places, lying outside the fence of1H of » gt; 
manor park, forest, or other estate, or sometimes, but Jes an encl 
accurately, as the mere right of claiming the use of such @ widh IE grisg. p 
of land. isnot a 
It will, accordingly, be found, as might have been expected, mech a 
that the width of these strips of land varies largely in differett  gynera} 
localities. It does not appear anywhere to be less than two fet legal p 
and a half, but a much larger width has frequently bem is foun 
claimed. Thus, in Sussex there are several estates which war adjoint 


formerly parks, but have now for many years been broken 
and cultivated, and the proprietors of these old parks claims 
space extending eight feet and six inches in width on the outsi 
of the boundary fence. In one manor the claim is for a widthd 
sixteen feet and a half, and it is.said that the records of this 
























manor shew that this has always been claimed and enform#. — y, 

In some manors, again, the quantity of ground claimed is thirty t 
feet in width from the set of the hedge. The right is knowO¥El feshoa, 
be asserted for more than one estate in the Midlands; two" 4, i, 
feet have been claimed in Warwickshire, and in some instal gi, 
in Leicestershire the claim extends from the boundary hedge 4M the Ra, 
one lordship to the extent of twenty-one feet over the would : 
adjoining. In one case it is said that as much as sixty-six with the 
was claimed. The records of Richmond Park have been OPE night 1 
sidered to shew a freeboard of sixteen feet and a half outiil oy th, 7 
the boundary wall, but it is believed proceedings in which WHE owney 
right was recently attempted to be asserted resulted in 4 OE) bat it 9, 
promise. References have also been found to an instance whet iafice, 
on the occasion of the inclosure of some land in Lei the land 
shire, under an Act of Parliament, about one hundred vould x 
ago, the proprietor of an adjoining lordship claimed an amount 





ment in lieu of any “ freeboard, screed, or parcel of land 
side the fences,” but it is not known whether the claim 









The learned judge should hardly require to be reminded that 


successful, There is also a freeboard in Buckinghamshire, 
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}y TOOT, ——_ 
JJ spe side of which is the property of the Duke of Bedford, and | REPORTS OF PROCEEDINGS IN COURTS 
da bodyy i ot the other side is the property of another owner. It is about OF JUSTICE. 
acil in ig fm twenty feet wide, and over a mile in length, and seems to bea} 7, 4 jibe! action recently tried before Lawrance, J., the 
ied in tomy sort of occupation road, having a hedge or ditch on the Duke of | Vitnarawal of the record prevented the discussion of a point 
med in fly Bedford’s side, but nothing on the ra | pel age that ye of great interest and importance to newspaper proprietors. 
ed to only fm edge of it is @ little raised. A singularly complete specimen of | 7,6 action arose out of the proceedings at a coroner’s inquest upon 
Ly town board was shewn on the sale plan of an estate near Leicester, | +, death of a woman who had been accidentally killed in a 
> that th, ge which was first broken up for sale in lots some sixty years ago. London street. A witness at the inquest began a statement, as 
y based qm ‘The estate lay in a ring fence, and had a freeboard of twenty- | +, alleged events of years past, which was defamatory of the 
Y sufficy, mone feet extending round the entire ao which had <p oe plaintiff and absolutely irrelevant to the cause of the 
corporate been held and conveyed in fee along with the land insi “te ©]! woman’s death. The coroner, apparently, tried to stop the 
1e way om fence; and there were frequent gates and openings in the fence | J itness on the grounds of irrelevancy, and ordered him out of 
ty. Upm m #88 to give access to the freeboard land, the box. The witness, however, persisted in his statements and 
he learned The origin of the right or claim of freeboard appears to | had finally to be removed by force. Nevertheless, the statement 
ey meetin | be involved in no little obscurity. The fact that consider- | of this witness appeared in the defendant’s newspaper and 
© unname ™ ably more than a width of two feet and a half is known | formed the subject of the action for libel. 

De there, to be claimed seems to dispose of any theory of analogy to the Now, the law as to the privilege protecting the reports of 
well-known presumption of law which, in the case of a hedge and proceedings in courts of justice has gone through remark- 
adjoining ditch, gives the ownership of the ditch to the owner | able modifications of late years. Thus, at one time it was held 

) ot the hedge. That it was based on a right of free warren under | that the most fair and accurate reports of ex parte proceedings 

ae express grant so that an outside space might be reserved for| were not privileged, even though the proceedings were in 
or, In th — preserving the game generally ; that the space in question repre- | the superior courts. Now, however, it is finally established 

‘ip of land sented the extent of a deer’s leap, and was given to the lord of by Usili v. Hales (26 W. R. 371, 3 O. P. D. 319) 

ome of th ® the manor to secure to him a right to take the deer he happened | that jond fide and accurate reports of ex parte proceedings 

tle puzzle to shoot in the act of leaping from the enclosing fence of his own | in any court are privileged. In that case an application 
abilities of domain towards his neighbour’s land; that it was merely a| had been made at a metropolitan police-court for a summons 
hould lead space left outside the boundary to enable a proprietor to repair against the plaintiff, who was said by the applicants to 
od work u his fences without trespassing on his neighbour's lands—all| be wrongfully withholding certain money from them. The 

n two fox B® these have been suggested as origins. Whichever, if any, of magistrate, having heard the statement of the applicants, 

\ over, for these may in any particular case have been originally applicable, | decided that he had no jurisdiction in the matter and declined to 

“in some it may probably safely be considered that the strip of free-| issue a summons, advising them to proceed by action. An 

ad beyoni § board at the present dey in any particular instanoe, is, to all absolutely accurate account of what happened appeared in several 

d a Halt’ ® intents and purposes, in the absence of special circumstances, newspapers, and the plaintiff brought several actions for libel, 

fom. ii, held along with the land outside the fence of which it lies, and | the statement of the applicants being clearly defamatory of him. 

s that th by the same title, and of the same tenure; and that there are | Tp giving judgment on a motion fora new trial, Lord Cotzrmmar, 

» relied mM not any restrictive obligations primd facie attached to it by|O.J . commented upon some of the older cases which were in the 

cum fro reason of its being technically freeboard. plaintiff’s favour, and added, ‘‘ but we are not now living, so to 

lius boc) Preeboard is, in fact, rather of the nature of a claim to, and|say, within the shadow of those cases.” He then went on to 

16 bose, a ownership of, soil than only a mere right of user, and in| shew how, under an elastic system of unwritten law, the law of 

ot two ani practice its assurance is effected, not by way of grant or con- | libel had been gradually developed in adaptation to the varying 

stent will B veyance of an easement in the land, but by an actual conveyance | demands of modern society. The learned judge also expressly 
re, andi of the soil itself. It is thus not an instance of title to, or| referred to coroner’s inquests, which in earlier cases had been 
ither ass ownership of, soil arising by presumption, as in the case of a | specifically excluded from the privilege claimed, and gave it as 
by load moiety of the soil of a highway, or of the bed of a stream, or | his opinion that honest and accurate reports of the proceedings 
ence oft of a strip of land left to protect and secure the occupation of | even in a coroner's court were protected. In Kimber v. The Press 
but le sn enclosed piece of ground, where the soil as to which the title | Association (1893, 1 Q. B. 65) it was held by the Court of Appeal 
oh 8 will arises passes by a conveyance of the adjoining land; and there| that a bond fide and accurate report of an ex parte application to 

isnot accordingly, in the case of freeboard, any liability to have | a court of summary jurisdiction for a summons for perjury was 

expected, mch a presumption rebutted by proofs of ordinary acts of privileged. In Ryalls v. Leader (14 W. R. 838, L. R. 1 Ex. 300) a 

a differea ownership by the neighbouring owner. The principle of the| witnessin bankruptcy proceedings had given evidence said to be 

n two fox al presumption as to the ownership of the soil of a highway irrelevant, and a report of this evidence was made the ground of 

ntly beet His founded on a reasonable probability as to the intention of| an action for li by @ person injuriously affected by it. 

hich wen tdjoining owners, and establishes a convenient rule. It is} Bramwezt, B., said: “It seems to me that, in the same manner 
broken wp coemed that those who were seised of the neighbouring land | as those who are present in a court of justice may hear with 
ks claims oted the surface of their soil to the public in order to confer | their ears everything that passes in the course of the proceedings 
he o“- ‘common benefit on all persons desirous of using the highway, | there, so may those who are absent, the reat of the public in 
a width HF vithout however parting with the ownership of the soil itself, | general, read the report of such proceedings in the newspapers. 

rds i tnd such a presumption may be rebutted in any of the ordinary| It seems, therefore, that, apart from statutes, the law was 
ecntore’ BE weys, and a title may be thus acquired by adverse possession | well established before 1888 that a fair and accurate report 
dé pe under the Statutes of Limitation. In the case, however, of | of the proceedings in any court of justice was privileged. 
kom freeboard land, acts of ploughing, cultivation, depasturing, and And, as stated by Mr. Buaxe Opgzrs in his well-known work, 

1; like, which might be amply sufficient to rebut such a pre-| probably no change has been made in the law by the Law of 

in a. as that above mentioned, would not be enough to render Pibel Amendment Act, 1888, when it provides that, ‘‘a fair and 
hedge ed the Statutes of Limitation applicable, inasmuch as such acts | accurate report in any vere of proceedings ublicly heard 
the fe would not necessarily, or at all, be adverse to or inconsistent | before any court exercising judicial authority shall, if published 
ty-six ith the possession of the owner of the freeboard, as such. It | contemporaneously with such proceedings, be privileged.” The 
boot night be otherwise if the neighbouring owner put any building | Act does, however, declare the law as far as it concerns news- 
me ‘hie the locus in quo, or otherwise actually excluded the free papers. As to irrelevant evidence, the author just men ioned says 
whe owner from any possibility of entry, and thus took possession, | that, ‘‘it isthe duty of the judge to exclude irrelevant evidence ; 
~ pr bat it seems clear that no act of mere user short of this would | if therefore such evidence be given in court and appear in the 
sLeieail The freeboard owner would still retain possession of | report, this is not the fault of the reporter.” This is no doubt 
Lei the land for all his estate therein, and such acts of user, as they | sound, for it would be absurd to ‘make privilege depend on a 
red Would not interfere with the freeboard ownership, would not legal question as to whether certain evidence was or was not 
he pe Mount to a “ dispossession ” of him, or be evidence of “ discon-| relevant to a certain issue. Where evidence is admitted, 






therefore, even if it be irrelevant, the reporter is protected. 


lituance of possession” by him, within the meaning of the 
init sie : But suppose the judge does not receive the evidence, but states 


Statutes of Limitation, 
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plainly that it is irrelevant—then, it is submitted, the reporter 
would run considerable risk if he published defamatory 
matter which the judge had excluded. In that case, if 
the report were absolutely accurate, and the words of the 
judge excluding the evidence truthfully reported, still the 
account could hardly be said to be fair. Where a witness 
maliciously makes a statement which is absolutely irrelevant, 
with the intention of injuring another, and where the judge 
there and then rejects the statement and decides that it is 
irrelevant, it would be furthering the malicious intent, and most 
unfair to the person aimed at, to publish the defamatory matter, 
even coupled with the judge’s remarks. In such circumstances, 
it is submitted, there would be no privilege. But if such state- 
ments were published, omitting the fact that the judge had 
refused to accept the evidence, it seems clear that the report 
would neither be fair nor accurate, and, consequently, there 
could be no privilege. The case for privilege is, however, made 
worse when the defamatory statements were made by the 
witness after the judge had tried to stop him and ordered him 
out of the box, as in the recent case. In these circumstances, 
oo the witness is himself outside the law as to privilege. 

e is no longer justified in saying anything when he 
has been ordered to leave the box, and it cannot be 
within the privilege of the reporter to publish statements 
made by the witness in defiance of the judge. In fact, to do 
so would be almost as unjustifiable as to publish something 
shouted out by a person amongst the audience in the gallery of 
the court. 

Even when a report is fair and accurate, there is a case in which 
it may not be privileged. That is, where the court has, 
pending the result of a case, forbidden the publication of the 
evidence given. This power was often exercised by the courts 
at one time, but in recent years such prohibition has been 
very rare. Probably the Act of 1888 has not taken away this 
power, which it might obviously be desirable to exercise in some 
cases, in the interests of justice. Thisis not certain, however, 
for it is arguable that the word “‘ contemporaneously”’ in the 
statute authorizes the publication of reports of the proceedings 
as the trial goes on, and before its conclusion. 





REVIEWS. 
CHANCERY PRACTICE. 

THE PRacricE OF THE CHANCERY DIVISION OF THE Hicu CouRT OF 
JUSTICE, AND ON APPEAL THEREFROM. BEING THE SEVENTH 
EpITIon oF DANIELL’s CHANCERY PRACTICE, WITH REFERENCES 
TO THE CoMPANION VOLUME OF Forms. By Ceci. C. M. Date, 
CHARLEs W. GREENWOOD, SypNEY E. WI.iams. Barristers-at- 


Law, and Francis A. SrrincEr, of the Central Office. In Two 
VoLuMEs. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


We noticed recently (ante, p. 8) the new edition of Daniell’s 
Chancery Forms which preceded by two or three weeks the 
publication of the corresponding edition of the Chancery Practice. 
The two volumes of the latter work are now before us, and the 
entire set of three volumes furnishes a comprehensive and practical 
guide to the procedure of the Chancery Division of the High Court. 
There may occasionally, indeed, be a question whethér the work does not 
extend beyond the domain of Chancery practice. The statement, for 
instance, at p. 306, of the procedure upon default of appearance in 
actions for detention of goods or for pecuniary da: is open to this 
objection. And generally it might be wished that Chancery practice 
could be expounded more compendiously. But litigious procedure, not- 
withstanding all the improvements which have been made, cannot fail 
to involve matters of complexity, and the very bulk of the present 
work, with its minute attention to detail, some instances of which 
are referred to subsequently, will make the way of the practitioner 
all the easier when he consults it. 

The greater part of Volume I. is occupied with the proceedings 
in an action in the Chancery Division, and these are traced in 
due order from the commencement to judgment, and the 
modes in which the judgment is executed. The volume also 
contains 4 hy chapter on proceedings in judge’s chambers, 
including the administration of estates and trusts on summons; and 
chapters on the further consideration of actions, on costs and their 
taxation, and on appeals, including appeals to the House of Lords. 
The second volume with the ings in particular actions, 
such as partition, specific performance, &c., and includes chapters on 


funds in court, and on solicitors. A considerable part of the volume 
is taken up with the statutory jurisdiction of the court, the Acts go 
Parliament which have to be considered in this connection being, ag iy 
well known, very numerous. In dealing with all this matter th, 
task of the editors has been very severe, and we have pleasure in con. 
gratulating them on the manner in which it has been performed, andj 
we congratulate the publishers also on the general style of the publicg. 
tion. The reported cases are stated to include those for last Septem. 
ber, and as an instance of the care with which the noting up hay 
been done we may instance the reference at p. 1315 to Yapp y, 
Williams (W. N. 1901. p. 91) which settles that a motion may be 
“‘ gaved” at any time before the rising of the court, and not, as hag 
been thought, only up to the “closing of the seal ”—i.c., the finishing 
of the motions. We do not find, however, in the passage on attach. 
ment of a trustee for default in paying money into court (p. 706) any 
reference to the important judgment of Joyce, J., in Re Fewster 
(1901, 1 Ch. 447), according to which a finding by the master’s 
certificate that a trustee bas received certain moneys does not 
sufficiently trace them into his hands to justify attachment. 

At numerous places the value of the book is increased by detailed 
statements on points of law which are incidental to procedure. Ip 
dealing with defences, for instance, the effect of the various Statutes 
of Limitation is carefully considered (pp. 398, &c.), as well as the 
extent to which the statute can be pleaded in creditors’ actions, and 
the influence of fraud in excluding the statute; and in the chapter 
on execution full information will be found as to the effect of the 
various writs, and in particular the successive enactments under which 
the charge upon land created by an elegit has been developed. The 
chapter on injunctions introduces, by way of illustration, references to 
mapy different branches of law—covenants, for instance, against 
carrying on trades, and covenants between lessor and lessee; and 
though the bulk of the book is thereby increased, yet the practitioner 
is able to turn readily to the exact point he wants for immediate 
use. Practical utility has also been consulted in the section 
(pp. 1706, &c.) on delivery and taxation of bills of costs, where the 
statute and case law and the practice on the subject are fully se 
out. The work has frequent cross-references to the companion 
editions of the Forms and ‘‘ Seton,” and is an accurate and exhaustive 
store of the information required for conducting proceedings in the 
Chancery Division. 





BUILDERS AND BUILDINGS. 


A Dicest oF Cases RELATING TO THE CONSTRUCTION OF BUILDINGS, 
SuRVEYoRs, 


THE LiIABItiry AND RIGHTS OF ARCHITECTS, 
AND BUILDERS IN RELATION THERETO. WITH NOTES; AND AN 
APPENDIX CONTAINING Forms oF PLEADINGS, BUILDING 


AGREEMENTS AND LEASES, AND CONDITIONS OF CONTRACTS, AND 

REpPoRTS OF CasES. By EDWARD STANLEY Roscok, Barrister-at- 

Law. FourtH EDITION. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

Under successive heads—such as Architect,’ Builder, Certificates, 
Extras, Materials and Plant, Quantities, Tenders, &c.—Mr. Rosooe 
gives short statements of the cases which have been decided im 
connection with building transactions, following them up with 
explanatory notes. Many of the cases determine questions of grest 
importance to architects, surveyors, and builders, such as the finality 
of an architect’s certificate (Stevenson v. Watson, 4 C. P. D. 148) 
—though this case was not, as the statement of it seem 
to imply, between builder and building owner—the ress 
ableness of the custom under which the builder pays th 
quantity surveyor (North v. Bassett, 1892, 1 Q. B. 333), and the 
absence of any warranty by a person who invites tenders of the 
correctness of the specifications (Thorn v. Mayor of London, | App 
Cas. 120); and it is convenient to have their effect given in this com- 
pendious form. Some reports of cases not to be found in the ordinary 
reports are given in an appendix, but it would have been convenieit 
if a cross-reference had been inserted in the text. Tous Priestly % 
Stone (4 Times L. R. 730), on the non-liability of the quantity 
surveyor to the builder for inaccurate quantities, is quoted at p. 5 
without any hint that a full report is to be found at p. 166, Othe 
useful matter is contained in the appendices, and the volume will b 
found useful to keep at hand for reference. 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 
Thatcham, Berks, and its Manors. By tbe late SAMUEL BARPIsL, 
. Edited and Arranged for Publication by James PaRke, 
M.A., F.G.8. In Two Volumes. James Parker & Co. 

Statutes of Practical Utility Passed in 1901. Arranged in Alphe 
betical Order in Continuation of Chitty’s Sratutes. With Notes 
Inco ted Enactments, and « Summary of the Statutes Selected 
By J. M. Ley, M.A. Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwel 





(Limited) ; Stevens & Sons (Limited). Price 7s. 6d. 
The Law Relating to Factories and Workshops, as Amended sof 





ions and petitions, on injunctions and receivers, on dealings with | 





Consolidated by the Factory and Workshop Act, 1901, with # 
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Orders, Special Rules, and Requirements now in force; and the Provi- 
sionsof the Truck Acts, Elementary Education Acts, and other Statutes 


and Regulations so far as they Affect Factories and Workshops. 
By Wit1aM BowsTeav, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell 


(Limited). 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE LAND REGISTRY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
Title No. 30,958. 

Sir,—We should like to correct a clerical error that occurs in the 
copy of the letter to the Land Registry of the 20th of November which 
we sent you last week. In our letter to the registry the dimensions 
of the land at the rear were correctly given as 44ft. lin., not 41fc. liu. 


as appeared in the copy sent you. 

The question involved is whether our client is entitled in the rear 
to 44ft. lin. as defined in the lease or to 40ft., the scale measurement 
socording to the plan on the certificate, 

LEGGATT, RUBINSTEIN, & Co. 

5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inu, Dec. 10. 





RECEIPTS FOR DOCUMENTS LODGED AT THE LAND 
REGISTRY. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—Having experienced difficultv with the Land Registry ia 
obtaining receipts four documents lodged with the department for 
registration, we recently wrote the department upon the subject, and 
thick it may be of interest to the profession to learn the result of our 
communication. We accordingly enclose copy of a letter received 
from the registrar. 

It appears to us that solicitors run considerable risk by lodging 
documents without a receipt, and we have informed the registrar, in 
reply to his letter, that we shall avail ourselves of the opportunity 
afforded by his letter of asking for a receipt on every occasion on 
which deeds are lodged by us. Warp, Bowlg, & Co, 

7, King-street, Cheapside, Dec. 10. 

The following is the letter referred to : 

[cory ] 
Land Registry, 34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., 
1 Enclosure. 4th December, 1901. 

Dear Sirs,—In reply to your letter of yesterday’s date, I beg to state that 
you were correctly informed that it was contrary to the practice of this 
office to give a receipt for deeds and documents lodged for registration. 
There is no provision in the Acts or Rules for so doing, but in some very 
few cases where persons lodging d»xcuments have expressed a wish for an 
acknowledgment, a memorandum in the enclosed form has been signed and 
handed to them ; and a similar memorandum may be handed to you on 
every occasion this wish isexpressed. As, however, we are entitled to have 
either the applicant or his solicitor before us on the occasion of a registra- 
tion being applied for, and registration cannot be effected without the 
a ot the necessary deeds, it seems to us quite unnecessary to give any 

wledgment of their having been lodged here. Uhe receipt of all 
deeds and documents is entered in the books of this office, and when the 
title number referring to the registration has been given, the applicant 
could call for the documents relating to any particular title.— Yours 
faithfully, T. 8. Dury, Assistant Registrar. 

Messrs. Ward, Bowie, & Oo. 








To meet the demand for copies of the paper on ‘‘A Legislative 
Blight : Land Transfer and Compulsory Registration of Title,” which 
Mr, Rubinstein read at the Oxford meeting of the Incorporated Law 
Society, it has been published by the Solicitors’ Law Stationery 
Bociety (Limited) at the price of 6d. 


Mr. O. H. Walton, one of the Masters of the King’s Bench Division of 
the Supreme Court, has, says the Zim:s, resigned his appointment after 
many years’ service. 

On Tuesday, before Mr. Justice Darling and a jury, an action was 
brought against a railway company for damage to a mummy, stated to be 
the preserved body of a woman of the Royal tribe of the Incas of Peru. 
It appeared that the mummy was brought to Liverpool and handed to the 
railway company. Somehow or other the mummy went astray, and the 
officiais decided to open the box, which was found in London. The man 
who opened it went off for the coroner, who held an inquest upon it. Tne 
following verdict was returned: ‘‘ That the woman was found dead at the 
maillway goods station, Sun-street, on the 15th of April. and did die on 
tome date unknown, in some foreign couniry, probably South America, 

im some cause unknown. No proofs of a violent death are found, and 
the body has been dried and buried in some foreign manner, sun 
dried and cave buried. And the jurors are satisfied that this body does 
not show signs of any recent crime in this country, and that the deceased 
was unknown and about twenty-five years of age.’? Counsel said that the 

was probably about 400 years old, 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
SUPREME COURT FUNDS RULE. 


The following draft Rule is published pursuant to the Rules 
Publication Act :— 

I, the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, 
Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, with the concurrence of 
the Lords Commissioners of His Majesty’s Treasury, do hereby, 
in pursuance of the powers contained in ‘‘The Supreme Court of 
Judicature (Funds, &c.) Act, 1883,” and of every other power 
enabling me in that behalf, make the following Rule :— 

After Rule 17 of the Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1894, the 
following Rule shall be added :— 

174. The Paymaster after paying such interest shall, unless 
the Court otherwise directs, upou the request of the Commissioners of 
Ioland Revenue, transfer to their proper account at the Bank the 
amount of the Income Tax which has been so deducted in respect of 
interest which is not paid out of interest received by him, inclading 
interest of money on deposit or funds in his hands, representing 
accumulations of interest. This provision shall not apply where a 
certificate has been produced to the Paymaster from the Commis- 
sioners of Inland Revenue that no claim is made in of such 
Income Tax. The Paymaster may in any case, if he think it 
necessary, or shall be requested so to do by any party interested, 
refer the question of the amount properly payable to the Inland 
Revenue to the Judge in Chambers. 

This Rule shall come into operation on the 11th day of January, 
1902, and may be cited as ‘‘ The Supreme Court Funds Rule 17a.” 

Copi«s may be obtained on application at the Lord Chancellor's 
Office, House of Lords, 8.W. 

28th November, 1901. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


THE BAGOT PNEUMATIC TYRE CO. v. THE CLIPPER PNEUMATIC 
TYRE CO. No. 2. 10tn Dec. 


Company—Conrract on BeHatr or AN IntanpEp CompaNy—RatiricaTION— 
Pariviry or Contract—New Contract—Ricut or AcrIoN. 


Pp from the decision of Kekewich. J. (reported 49 
W.R 265; 1901, 1 Oh. 196). The action was brought to have it declared 
that the defendants were acting in breach of an agreement which they hid 
adopted, and plaintiffs claimed a trading account and various declarations 
as to the rights of the parties. The plaintiff company was ir 
in October, 1896, and on the 3rd of March, 1897, entered imto an agree- 
ment with one Phelps to grant to him, or to a company in course of forma- 
tion by him, an exclusive licence to use certain patents belonging to the 
plaintiffs. The consideration for this —_ was that, after setting aside 
each year a cu aulative preferential dividend equal to £8 per cent. on the 
capital (£150,000) of the proposed company, that company should pay to 
the plaintiffs in each year out of their remaining profits available for 
dividend a sum equal to £8 per cent. upon a fixed capital of £150,000, and 
the plaintiffs were to receive a farther sum equal to one half of the balance 
(if any) of the net profits of such com available for dividend in each 
year. On the 5th of March, 1897, Phelps entered into an agreement with 
E. Piercy to sell to him on behalf of the intended company the said agree- 
ment and exclusive licence. Un the 8th of March the intended company 
was under the title of the Olippsr Pneumatic Tyre Co., the 
defendant company, and by an agreement of the 8th of April, 1897, 
the agreement with Piercy was adopted by the company, subject 
to a modification not material to be stated. Balance-sheets were 
issued by the defendants in 1898 shewing a profit, but no amount was 
placed to the reserve fund and no dividend was declared. In October, 
1899, they issued a balance-sheet shewing profits, out of which a 
sum was carried to the reserve fund and £3,000 was written off as 
depreciation and towards cost of licences and contracts. About the same 
time the defendants wrote the pleiatiffs that their future policy would be 
to provide out of profits for de and cost of licences and 
contracts. The plaintiffs thereupon brought the pre-ent action. 
, J., held, following Re Northumberiand Avenue Hotel Co. (33 
Oh. D. 16), that there was no privity of contract between the plaintiffs 
and defendants, and that no contract between them could be inferred from 
the facts of the case, and that therefore the plaintiff company had no 
right of action. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Court (Vaconan Wriitams, Romer, and Cozens-Hanvy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. The main question raised was waether there was a 
direct contract Seooees the plaintiffs and defendants or such privity of 
contract as enabled the former to eue the latter, There was also the 


y 
sum to the plaintiffs which had not been paid. 
point, and looking at it merely as a question of law, there was 
that there was no direct contract. But it was suggested 
be a new contract entered into by impti 
of the 3rd of March. But in the first place the statement of 
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alleged or suggested any such contract, nor was there any evidence of any 
such contract. Then it was suggested that though the defendants might 
not be liable at law, yet they were liable in equity because they had the 
benefit of the licence, and that made them in equity directly answerable 
to the plaintiffs. But there was no law justifying such a proposition. 
The principle laid down in Coz v. Bishop (8 De G M. & G 815) applied to 
the present case. If that principle had been rightly applied in the case of 
an equitable assignee of a lease, a fortiori it must apply in the case where 

taken possession of was not land but personalty. The case of Werder- 
man Vv. Socicté Générale, &c. (19 Oh. D. 246), did not support the plaintiffs’ 
contention. If it did it would be in direct conflict with Coz v. Bishop. 
There was no ground whatever for saying there was any privity of contract. 
With regard to the question of protits it was conceded that at the time of 
bringing the action there was no sum payable to the plaintiffa-which had 
not been paid. Therefore, quite apart from the question of privity of 
contract, this action would have failed as being premature at the moment 
it was brought. The appeal, therefore, must be dismissed wish costs.— 
Oounset, Haldane, K.C, Warrington, K.C., and E. F. Spence; Neville, 
K.C , and Sargant. Soxtscirors, Capel-Cure § Ball; Beale $ Co. 


[Reported by 8. E, Wi.14ms, Barrister-at-Law. } 
Re GRIFFIN. GRIFFIN v. GRIFFIN. No.2. 4th Dec. 


Farenpty Socrery—Poricy—AssiGNMENT—Pouicy Unper £50 -Nomma- 
TION—F xienpLy Societies Act, 1875 (388 & 39 Vict. c. 60), s 15 (8). 


This was an appeal from a decision of Joyce, J. The question raised 
is one of great importa.ce to friendly societies and their members—viz , 
whether a policy of assurance effected by a member on his own life is 
legally assignable by him in any other manner than by a ‘“‘ nomination,’’ 
under the provisions of the Friendly Societies Acts. Joyce, J., without 
expressing any opinion of his own, but following the previous decision of 
Kekewich, J., in Re Redman (50 W. R. 19 ; 1901, 2 Ch. 471), in which that 
learned judge followed a prior decision of Phillimore, J., in Caddick v. 
Highton (47 W. R. 668; 1901, 2 Ch. 476), held that such a 
policy is not assignable otherwise than by means of nomination. 
In the present case a deceased member of the R »yal Liver Friendly Society, 
which is governed by the Friendly Societies Act of 1875, had in his lifetime 
assigned his policy, which insured the sum of £30, to the plaintiff, and he 
claimed payment of the amount, which was also claimed by the widow of 
the deceased, who is his administratrix. The deceased had not made any 
‘nomination ” under the Act. ‘The plaintiff applied for the appointment 
of a receiver of the policy money. Joyce, J., refused the applica- 
tion, on the ground already stated. The plaintiff appealed. By 
section 15 of the Friendly Societies Act, 1875: ‘‘ (3) A member of 
a society (other than a benevolent society or working men’s club), 
not being under the age of sixteen years, may, by writing under 
his hand delivered at or sent to the registered office of the society, nominate 
any person, not being an officer or servant of the society, to whom any 
——— by the society on the death of such member, not exceeding 
£50, 1 be paid at his decease, and may from time to time revoke or 
vary such nomination by a writing under his hand similarly delivered or 
sent ; and on receiving satisfactory proof of the death of a nominator, the 
society sball pay to the nominee the amount due to the deceased member, 
not exceeding the sum aforesaid.’’ ‘' (4) If any member of a society, 
entitied from the funds thereof to a sum not exceeding £50, dies intestate 
and without baving made avy nomination under this Act which remains 
unrevoked at bis death, such sum shall be payable, without letters of 
administration, to the person who appears to a majority of the trustees, 
upon such evidence as they may deem satisfactory, to be entitled by law to 
receive the same.’’ 

Tue Covrat (VavcHan WiiuiaMs, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

VavcHan Wituiams, L.J.—I have come to the conclusion that a policy 
of assurance issued by a friendly society governed by the Friendly Societies 
Act, 1875, ie assignable. Primd facie a policy isa sum of money payable 
to the member of tne society who has taken out the policy, or his personal 
representatives, by virtue of the contract entered into. No one would 
deny that primé facie such a sum of money is part of the property or 
estate of the assured member. The court has to find something in the 
Act or in the rules of the society which prevent this particular property from 
having the ordinary incidents of property. It is admitted that there is 
nothing express eitner in the Act or in the rules which prevents the 
moneys payable under this policy or the policy iteelf from being assigned. 
If therefore the policy is not as:ignable, it must be by virtue of come 
necessary implication sising under the Act or the rules. I do not propose 
to go through all the legislation on the subject of friendly societies prior 
to the Act of 1875, or to deal with the arguments based on 
the presence of words in this Act which seem to recognize the 
rights of persons not members claiming through members I thwk it is 
more sa to decide this case on the interpretation of the Act of 
1875 and the rules. There has been brought forward in this case but one 
section of the Act from which it could be argued that the Act takes away 
by implication the power of astigning a policy issued by the society, and 
that is section 15 (3). It is said that the inference to be drawn from tbat 
section is that the Legislature intended that the power of nomination 
ehould be the only mode of alienation of a policy issued by the society under 
not 


= statute. For myself I think we are not bound, and ought not, to draw 
y ruc 





power of alienation. It is said that there isan express provision in this 
Act that the money shall be paid in accordance with the nomination 
unless the nomination has been revoked. Then it is said that, if that is 
so, there might, if there could be other modes of alienation, be outside the 
nomination an assignment—possibly an assignment for value—and, havi 
regard to the imperative words of sub-section 3, the effect might be to 
put the nominator in such a position that he could revoke the prior assign. 
ment for value and defeat the claim of the assignee. It 1s not likely that 
the Legislature meant to put the nominator or his assignee for value in such 
a position. But the question what might be the po-ition of an assignee 
for value as against a nominee does not arise in this case, and we have not 
to decide it. I cannot now decide whether this hardship would or would 
not arise. I cannot find in this Act sufficient to make me say that by 
necessary implication au ordinary incident of property—its assign. 
ability—has been taken away. I think this policy and the 
moneys payable under it are assignable. In this case we have 
a £30 policy and no nomination, and for this reason I decline to 
deal with the question what might be the state of things if the policy 
were for » larger sum and there had been a nomination. We have not to 
decide that question. What we have to decide is whether in the case of 
a £30 policy, there being no nomination. an arsignment executed by 
the member who took out the policy in his lifetime is effective to 
transfer to the assignee the right to receive the policy moneys. I decide 
that it is effective. 

Romer and Oozrns-Harpy, LJJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—CounseL. P. 0. Lawrence, K.0., and Cartmell ; Hughes, K.O., and 
Gover ; Younger, K.C., and Romer Sotacrtors, Pritchard, Englefield, § Co. ; 
Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for Bremner, Son, § Corlett, Liverpool; Wheatley, 
Son, § Daniel. 

(Reported by J. I. Srinuina, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re PETER TIMMIS. NIXON v. SMITH, Kekewich, J. 
5th and 6th Dec. 


Executor — Trustee — Mereinc or ExercurorsHir IN TRUSTEESHIP — 
Sratutes or Liwiration—Reat Property Lirration Acr, 1874, s. 8— 
TrustsE Act, 1888, s. 8 - Property KETAINED BY THE TRUSTEE. 


Action for an account. Peter Timmis by his will dated the 6th of 
December, 1856, devised all his real property to William Smith, Peter 
Smith, and Mary Smith as tenants in common charged with the payment 
of £400, which he directed should be settled on his niece Ann Pointon 
and her children in like manner as his residuary personal estate. The 
testator gave all his personal estate and effects to the same persons on trust 
to sell aud convert and to stand possessed of a sufficient portion thereof to 
produce an annuity of £120 for his wife for life, and as to the remainder 
as to one-fourth part to stand possessed thereof during the life of the said 
Ann Pointon to pay the annual produce thereof to her, and after her 
decease in trust for her children in manner therein declared. And the 
testator directed that after the decease of bis said wife his trustees should 
divide the moneys and securities set apart to produce her annuity equally 
between the said William Smith, Peter Smith, Mary Smith, and Ann 
Pointon, the share of the said Ann Pointon to be held in trust in Jike manner 
as thereinbefore directed with respect to her other share and portion under 
that his will And he appointed the said William Smith, Peter Smith, 
and Mary Smith executors of bis will. The testator died in September, 
1857, and a sum was set aside to meet the annuity of £120 for his widow. 
There was nothing to shew that anything remained after providing for that 
annuity. The widow died in February, 1873, whereupon the sum set 
aside to provide the annuity became divisible. But instead of bolding the 
fourth part given to Ann Pointon in trust for her and her children, that 
share was made over to Anu Pointon absolutely. William Smith, Peter 
Smith, and Mary smith each received a fourth part of the fund. Ann 
Pointon died in November, 1892, leaving eight children, one of whom was 
the plaintiff in the action. Each of the eight children received £50 as his 
or her share of the £400 charged as above mentioned, but no account of 
the fourth share of Ann Pointon and her children in the residuary 
personal estate had been rendered. and no payments had been made 
in respect of it. It was proved that the whole share had in 
fact been made over to Ann Pointon, and it had disappeared. 
The plaintiff claimed an accouct of the residuary peronal estate and 
payment of the sum found due to her upon taking it. The question 
tbat came up for discussion was whether William smith, Peter Smith, 
and Mary Smith were in the position of executors or of trustees. For if 
they were executors, then the Real Property Act, 1874, s. 8, applied, and, 
twelve years not having elapsed since 1892, the action was still maintain- 
able. If, on the other hand, they were trustees, then the action was 
barred by virtue of the Trustee Act, 1888, s. 8, unless the case fell within 
the exception as being trust property retained by the trustees. 

Kexrwicu, J.—There are few cases more diffieult than to determine 
when executors cease to have duties as such and become trustees. 
The duties of an executor are simply to pay debts, funeral and 
testamentary expenses and legacies. Here the executors were 
| ordered to set — a sum to provide an annuity for the widow, 
|and subject to that to divide the residue amongst certain persons 





th conclusion. I would point out first that sub-section 3 is intended | It is obviously, therefore, the case of executors ceasing at some time 


to give the policy-holder a power of alienation, but to confer on him | or other to be executors and becoming trustees; thougn in one sense, 


& testamentary power of alienation —a power to name a person to whom 
the money should be paid om his death. This power is by express terms 
revocable, but it is revocable only in the way provided by the statute. 
‘Que looks to see why it is contended that this sub-section takes away the 


of course, they never cease to be executors, for they can always be sued as 
such. Still they cease to have duties to perform as executors virtute oficit. 
Seeing that the testator died in 1857 and that there was no apparent 
obstacle to winding up his estate, I think that long before 1892, and 1 
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think that even before the death of the widow, they ceased to be executors 
and boos trustees. That being so, can I’ say they are liable for the 


money which ought to have gone to Ann Pointon and her children? Ail 
ok say is that the money is not forthcoming ; there is no suggestion of 
fraud on the part of the trustees. The action is clearly one within section 
8 (1) (4) of the Trustee Act, 1888, and the defendants, the representatives 
of the trustees, claim the benefit of the Statute of Limitations. The 

intiffs claim that the statute of 1874 applies, but as said before, I think 
ne defendants are sued as trustees within the meaning of the Act of 1888. 
Then the plaintiff argues that the case comes within the exception to section 
8 of the Trustee Act, 1888, which provides that the Act is not to apply where 
“the claim is . . . to recover trust property or the proceeds thereof still 
retained by the trustee, or previously received by the trustee and converted to 
hisuse... .”” Itseems to me that by that the Legislature meant, not money 
for which the trustee has got no proper discharge, but money which he has 
put into his own pocket or invested in the name of some other person as 
trustee for himself —money, that is, upon which you can lay your finger. But 
this is not a case of a trustee putting into his own pocket trust money, #0 as 
to defeat the trust, for each of the trustees was entitled to the share paid to 
him. There ought, no doubt, to have been a fourth share paid to a 
different account ; but there has been nothing morally wrong on the part 
of the trustees, and I think that the object of the statute was merely to 
prevent the trustee from reaping any benefit if there was anything morally 
wrong in his dealings; not if there had been merely a legal wrong 
committed. The plaintiff consequently fails.—OounseL, Renshaw, K.C., 
and Crossfield ; Warrington, K.C., and W. W. Leuchars. Soxicrrors, Stephens 
§ Stephens, for Sheldon, Plant, § Barclay, Congleton ; Hudson, Mathews, § Co., 
for H. L. Reade, Congleton. 

[Reported by H. C.aventon Scort, Barrister-at- Law. } 


FROGLEY ». PHILLIPS. Byrne, J. 9th Dec. 


Practice—PaymMent Ovt or Funps in Court—Lecare8 Deap—No Lerrers 
or ADMINISTRATION—Funp Unpzr £20. 


Petition. This was a petition for the payment out of a sum of New 
Consols and cash in court to the credit of the above action, the account of 
the £1,000 legacy of the plaintiff and her children. It was divisible 
among a large number of persons, rome of whom were dead. One of these 
legatees, a married woman, had died intestate. Her husband, who had 
not obtained letters of administration to her estate, now applied that her 
share, which amounted to less than £15, should be paid out to him as the 
petson entitled to take out letters of administration to her e-tate, in 
accordance with the practice established in Hinings v. Hinings (2 Hem. & 
Mil. 32) and other cases: see Dan. Ch. Pr. (7th ed.), vol. 2, p. 1498. 

Byanz, J., refused the application, stating that the judges of the 
Chancery Division had considered the practice referred to, and had decided 
that it was not to be followed. Letters of administration cau now be 
obtained for 15s. If the applicant was dissatisfied he must go to the 
Court of Appeal.—Counsnt, G. Welby King ; 8. Leeke. Sowtcrrors Guedalla 
¢ Cross, for Wilkins § Toy, Chipping Norton ; Withall, Trotter, § Patteson. 

[Reported by Nevitte Txssutt, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re BOLES AND BRITISH LAND CO.’SCONTRACT. Buckley, J. 4th Dec. 


Venvor AND PurcHasgER—OxssectIon To TitLe — Trust ror SALE~ Purcwase 
BY A Former Truster Twetve Years AFTER RERTIREMENT. 


This was a summons, taken out by the purchasers under the Vendor and 
Purchaser Act, asking for a declaration that their requisitions had not been 
properly answered and that the vendor had not deduced a gocd title in 
accordance with the contract. The facts were as follows: A testator 
devised certain lands to four trustees (among whom was the vendor) upon 
certain trusts with a power of sale. In May, 1835 the testator died ; in 








July, 1885, one of the trustees disclaimed the trusts of the will ; in Augnst, 
1885, the vendor concurred with the two other trustees ia Peyine, off a 
e 


mortgage on part of the testator’s estate; by an indenture o th of 
Readies, 1885, the vendor, under the power contained in section 32 of the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881, retired 1rom the trust and the trust property was 
vested in the remaining trustees, By an indenture of the 13th of November, 
1897, under the power of sale contained in the will, the vendor purchased 
from the remaining trustees some of the lands comprised in the will for 
the sum of £5,325. On the 3rd of May, 1901, he contracted with the 
purchasers to sell them the property for £6,000. One of the purchasers’ 
requisitions took exception to the purchase by the vendor of the lands in 
question from the festator’s trustees on the ground that he himeelf hai 
once been a trustee of the testator, and demanded tbat he should shew a 
proper title thereto. ‘The vendordeclined to comply with this requisition, 
and thereupon tne present summons was tsken out by the purchasers. For 
the applicants it was contended tvat tne rule which precludes a trustee 
from buying trust property extends after his retirement, and that if he 
wishes to buy he must obtain the consent of his cestui que trust if he is 
capable of giviug such consent, and if not he must get leave from the court 
Br parte Lacey (6 Ves. 625), Ex parte James (8 Ves. 337), and Coles v. 
Trecothick (9 Ves. 234) were cited. 
Buckxey, J., after stating the facts, continued: Apart from any case of 
doubt or suspicion, is there any rule of this court that a man who has 
to be a trustee of an instrument which contains a power of sale 
for twelve years cannot be a purchaser of the property subject to the 
trust? I think there is not. ‘Lhe doctrine es to purchases by a trust e 
from his cestwis que trustent is founded on thie—that a trustee for sale is 
bound by aduty to his cesiwis que trustent to do everything in his power 
for their benefit, and may not, irrespective of any question of undervalue, 
tchase their property ; and, further, he may not purchase their property 
he has retired from the trusteeship with that end in view. But if he has 
tetired, and there is nothing to shew that at the time of the retirement there 





was any idea of sale, is there anything to prevent him from becoming a pur- 
pea | I have to see whether Boles was taking advantage of any infosmeion 
which he might have obtained when he was a trustee; so far as I can see 
he was not, I have discovered a case, which is not exactly in point, but 
which is illustrative of the principle on which I have to decide this case. 
In Clark v. Clark (9 A. OC. 733) there were two executors, one of whom 
had not proved but had not disclaimed ; it was held in the Supreme Court 
of the Uolony that until he had absolutely disclaimed he could not 
buy from his co-executor. Sir Arthur Hobhouse, in delivering the 
judgment of the Privy Council reversing this decision, said: *‘ Their 
lordships cannot agree that a sale isto be avoided merely because when 
entered upon the purchaser may, at his option, become the trustee of the 
property sei though in point of fact he never does become such. 
A man so placed might ibly use his power in such a way as to raise @ 
case for setting aside transaction. . . . But that is a different 
thing altogether from the absolute disability feompes | to one who would 
at the same moment be a vendor in trust for others and a purchaser on his 
own behalf.”” That is not this case ; it was the ease of a man who might 
become a trustee ; but in my opinion the same principle must prevail—the 
mere fact that a man was a trustee for sale of twelve years before 
does not preclude him from purchasing it.—Oounsgsn, 7. L. Wilkinson ; 
H. Wace. Soxicrrors, Russell § Russell; E. F. § H. Landon. 
[Reported by H. L. Onuiston, Barrister-at-Law. |} 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


In the Goods of WILLIAM KNEE (DECEASED). GATTWARD v. KNEE. 
Jeune, P. 10th Dec. 


ProsaTe—Witt—SoLpigk IN EXPEDITIONE—LeTTER TO Frrenp— 
Mosiuization, 


This was an action in which William Gattward, the plaintiff, claimed 
that the letters of administration granted to the defendant on the 3/st of 
July, 1901, to the estate of William Knee might be revoked, and that a 
letter wr-tten by the deceased in September, 1899, might be admitted to 
probe as a soldier’s will, and that lettcrs of admivistration with the 
will annexed might be granted to him. The defendant, Mark Thomas 
Llewellyn Knee, who was the father of the deceased, alleged that the letter 
was nota will, the deceased not being on actual military service at the time 
when the letter was written, and that it was not duly executed according to 
the Wills Act, and he claimed a grant of administration as on an intestacy. 
The letter in question was as follows: ‘1479 Pte. W. Knee, D Company, 
2nd K. R. R., Natal, South Africa (for Transvaal Compao). Dear Bill,— 
Just a few lines to you hoping that you are not dead yet, as I have 
received no answer to the last letter that I sent you. Ido not know 
weather you are waiting for me to come home or not but there is no 
nowing when I will arrive as we are just off to South Africa again for the 
Boer War if war is declared at all. It is hard lines seven years 
and four months’ service and got to go there ; but it cannot be helped. I 
am sending a box of things to you which I want you to look after for me 
till I come home for there are some things which I got out here ; I think a 
lot of them; I will shew them to you when I come; they-area lot of 
curios and there is some things for you there, but if you have a letter to 
say that 1 am killed, then the lot is for you; and also { have about £13 in 
the bank and £18 deferred pay which will come £31. You will receive 
the lot if I am killed in action for I shall make out my will in your 
favour so you can keep this letter in case you want it for thing, 
but let us hope that I arrive home safe agaim. I am ig 
forward to a grand time with you and the missus—yes, for we 
will have one when I come home. P.ease excuse blacklead as I want to 
catch the mail and everyone is using or waiting for the ink. Hoping you 
are enjoying good health as I am at mt. Please write my @38 as 
ia this letter.—I remain, from your old chumb, hopiog to see you at the end 
of the war, W. Knee. Take the note of the top of the box.” On the 
9th of February, 1900, the deceased died of enteric in beleaguered Lady- 
smith. Accoraingly when the plaintiff heard of his friend’s death he 
wrote to the War Office aking them whether they had found any 
will of the deceased man and eventually on the 14th of august, 1901, 
he took out the writ in this action for letters of administration as stated 
above, and for the revocation of tne grant that had been made to the 
defendant. It appeared from information obtained from the War Office 
that the 2nd Battalion of the King’s Royal Rifles haa been warned for 
service on the 7th of September, 1899, aud was ordered to mobilize for 
active service in South At-ica two days later. Toe battalion was at that 
ume stationed at Fort William, Calcutta, and Privaie Kuee sailed from 
india for South Africa in the s.s. Purnea. The question now raised before 
the court was whether the letter above set out was a valid will of « soldier 
in expeditione. Counsel for the defendant contended that no evidence had 
been adduced by the plaintiff to shew that the letter had been written after 
the receipt of the order to mobilize, nor that the deceased had ever done 
any physical act under the order to mobilize. Moreover the sentence in the 
letter *‘I shall make out my will in your favour’’ was entirely opposed 
to the notion that the letter itself was intended by the deceased to be his 
will; and the presence of that intention in the deceased’s mind at the 
time that he was writing the letter was essential. The case of In the Goods 
fay oe. ri 78) jade in the we < the argument, “ne. ine 

gunz, P., in giving judgment, sai he was clearly of opinion 
the letter was a testamentary document, and that the fact that the 
deceased might have intended to draw up a more formal document later 
on did not affect the letter, which was, in bis opinion, a soldier's will. He 
also thought that mobilization might fairly be taken as a test whether 
soldier was or was not what the Roman law would have called in expeditions, 
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Mere warning was not enough, and although it might be going a step 
further than the case of In the Goods of Hiscock (1901, P. 78) had gone, 
nevertheless, he thought that he was justified in finding that the letter was 
written between the 9th of September and the 18th of September, 1899, 
and was the will of a soldier in expeditione.—Oounset, Richards, K.0., and 
Soper; Barnard. Soutcrrors, Bugene Goddard ; Bentley. 

[Reported by Gwrxxe Hatt, Barrister-at-Law. | 


WAUDBY ». WAUDBY AND BOWLAND. Barnes, J. 5th Dec. 


Drvorcs—Wire’s Costs—No Srecurrry—DisaGRegmMent oF JuRY—SEconpD 
Trrat—Co-RESPONDENT’s Costs. 


This was a husband’s enit for a dissolution of marriage on the ground 
of bis wife’s adultery with the co-respondent. The wife alleged adultery 
against the petitioner. The case was origivally tried before the President 
and a special jury in May, 1901, and the jury was discharged, as on all the 
issues they were unable to agree. ‘Lhe jury in the second trial 
found (1) that the respondent and co-respondent had committed 
adultery; (2) that the petitioner had committed adultery with a 
woman named Bell; (8) that the respondent had condoned that 
adultery. The petitioner did not ask the court for a decree, but prayed 
that the petition should be dismissed and the co-respondent condemned 
in costs. The respondent asked (1) for her costs of the first trial, at which 
time she had no order for security ; and (2) for her costs of the second 
trial, for which she had an order for security. The co-respondent prayed 
that he might not be condemned in costs on the ground that the 
petitioner ought never to have filed a petition, as he himself had 
committed adultery, aud did not now ask the court to exercise its 
yorige | discretion under the 3lst section of the Matrimonial Causes 

ct, 7. 

Barnes, J., in delivering a considered judgment, said that the first 
question the court had to consider was whether it ought to exercise its 
statutory discretion in favour of the petitioner. After considering the 
authorities he had come to the conclusion that this was not a case in which 
he should exercise his discretion. The question had been already 
considered in McCord v. McCord (3 P. & D. 934), Storey v. Storey (12 P. D. 
196), and Grosvenor v. Grosvenor (34 W. R. 140). It was not, however, 

for him to review those cases, as Mr. Deane had not pressed him 

to exercise his discretion in favour of the petitioner. It was, however, urged 
that there had only been a single act of adultery, that it had occurred a long 
time ago, and that it had been condoned. The court could not, however, 
overlook the fact that the act was the seduction of a maid servant during 
the absence of the wife, and that the girl had given birth toa child. The 
substantial question, however, which the court had to consider was that of 
costa. The case had been tried twice; on the first occasion the findings 
were not recorded, as the jury were unable to agree on all th3 issues. 
They, however, did intimate that they were agreed as to the adultery and 
cruelty of the petitioner, although they could not agree as to whether the 
respondent had condoned her husband’s conduct, nor as to whether the 
respondent and co-respondent had committed adultery. At that time 
the respondent had not applied to the court for an order for security for 
ber costs, but she had optained such an order for £200 before the 
trial. It therefore followed that as to the costs of the 

second trial there was no substantial question to consider, as the wife had 
not only got her order, but also an extension of it, and according to the 
usual practice she was entitled to her full costs. At the conclusion of the 
firat trial the wife had applied to the President for her costs, relying on the 
fact that no finding had been recorded against her, but the President 
declined to make any order on the ground that the application was pre- 
mature, there being at that time no order for security. The conclurion 
court had now come to was that the wife wasin a sense successful at the 
trial, and that she bad succeeded at the second trial in getting the 
tion dismissed. After giving the matter full consideration, he had 
to the conclusion that the wife was entitled to her fall costs of both 
being guided by the principles laid down in Barnes v. Barnes (1 P. 
& D. 572). As to the costs of the co-respondent, the court had been 
asked to make no order against him, and Mr. Grazebrook had delicately 
gaa that his client might even be allowed his costs, as to 
this part of the case, there were many authorities shewing that 
co-respondents had been condemned in costs, even thvugh the petition 
had been dismissed. The learned judge referred to Bremner v. Bremner 
(33 L. J. 202), Storey v. Storey (12 P. v. 196), and Morgan vy. Morgan and 
Porter (1 P. & D. 644), avd said that he had examined the original records 
of the court and found that the report cf Morgan v. Morgan in the Law 
Reporte was incomplete, as the case bad only been reporied on the question 
of the court’s discretion under the 31st section of the Divorce Act. He found 
from the records tbat in that case the jury had found that the petitioner 
had committed adultery with one woman, whose name was mentioned 
in the pleadings, but had negatived a charge with another 
woman. The court was then asked to exercise its discretion 
and to grant a decree nisi and to extend the time for applying 
for a new trial. The court, however. refused to pronounce a decree 
nisi and gave the wife her full costs, except as to the issue on which she 
had f Sabsequently a new trial was granted, and the respondent and 
co-respondent did not defend, and in the result the second jury negatived 
the charge of adultery against the petitioner which she former jury had 
convicted him of. A decree nisi was accordingly pronounc:d, and the 
co-respondent was condemned in the iull costs None of these fac's, 
however, appeared in the Law Heports. Again in Grostenor v. Grosvenor 
(44 W. RB. 140) the report was silent as to the costs, but in that case he 
(the learned judge) found from the records that the petition had been 
the co-respondent, who bed not or defended, had 
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been condemned in the costs. Following the authorities, the court now | 








ordered that the co-respondent should pay the costs of the issues on which 

be had failed.—Counsgn, Bargrave Deane, K.C., and Rayden; Barnard; 

Grazebrook. Soxicrrors, Iliffe § Co. ; Long ¢ Gardiner ; Ridsdale § Son, 
[Reported by Gwyxne HAtt, Barrister-at-Law. | 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Dec. 9.—Mr. E. F. Spence in the chair.—Mr. O. Willoughby 
Williams moved: “‘ That raicing the public funds by means of income tax 
is unjustifiable.’ Mr. W. 8. Sherrington opposed. There also 5 
Messrs. A. H. Richardson, C. Kains-Jackson, Neville Tebbutt, P. B, 
Walmeley, and 0. H. Hicks, Mr. Williams replied. The motion was lost 
by six votes. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION, 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 11th inst., Mr. T. Musgrave Francis (Cambridge) in the chair. The 
other directors present being: Messrs. H. Morten Cotton, Robert Ounliffe, 
Walter Dowson, J. R. B. Gregory, Samuel Harris (Leicester), Sir George 
Lewis, R. 8. Taylor, Maurice W. Tweedie, R. W. Tweedie, and J. T. 
Scott (secretary), A sum of £560 was distributed in grants of relief, seven 
new members were admitted to the association, and other general business 
was transacted. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatinc Socrsty.—Dec. 10.—Chairman, Mr. J. D. A, 
Johnson.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘That in the opinion of this 
house 1t is desirable that the general practice of vaccination should be 
enforced.’”?” Mr. Herbert Guy Snowden (member of the Vaccination 
League) opened in the affirmative. Mr. H. B Catmur (member of the 
Anti-Vaccination League) opened in the negative. The following gentle- 
men also spoke: Messrs. Ducat (visitor), Schultess Young (visitor), 
Harnett, Brown (visitor), Ball, and Paul (visitor). The opener having 
replied, the house divided, and the motion was carried by thirty votes. 


Brruincuam Law Srupents’ Socirry.—Dec. 10.—A second and con- 
cluding lecture was delivered by Mr. Robert E. Noble, barrister-at-law, 
on the * Law of Evidence,’’ At the conclusion a hearty vote of thanks 
was passed to the lecturer. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Samvet Row zs Parrison, F.G.S8., solicitor, who died recently at 
Kensington, at the patriarchal age of ninety-two years, was a man a good 
deal out of the common. There are not many solicitors who after acquiring 
a lucrative country practice, accompanied with unusual rere and 
influence in the district, abandon this in order to come to don, and 
succeed in building up a fresh practice in the metropolis not less extensive 
than the old one. There are probably still fewer who, in the midst of the 
claims of an absorbing profession, find time for large scientific and 
religious work. All this Mr Pattison accomplished. He was articled 
about the year 1825 to a solicitor at Launceston, Cornwall; was 
admitted in 1831, and shortly afterwards joined the firm of Pearse & 
Laurence at Launceston, of which, under the name of Pattison & White, 
Mr. Pattison became the head. He rapidly gained the confidence of 
cliente ; as agent for the Liberal party took part in many Parliamentary 
elections ; became clerk to the magistrates and to the guardians, and 
attained the position of one of the leading rolicitors of the county. Even 
then he became distinguished as a geologist; was elected a Fellow of the 
Geological Society, and was the friend of Professor Sedgwick and other 
eminent scientificmen. When he determined in 1853 to remove to London, 
his departure from Launceston was marked by unusual demonstrations 
of esteem and affection on the part of his neighbouts. Launceston was 
decorated in hie honour, and a public meeting was held et which he was 
presented with a service of plate, representatives of all classes uniting in 
expressing their regret at his loss. On his arrival in London Le joineds 
firm in Lincoln’s-inn-fields, and subsequently acquired the business of & 
solicitor in the City, as the result of which the offices of the firm, w. 
for many years bore the name of Pattison, Wigg & Co., were removed to 
the City. Soon after he bad taken up bis new work, Mr. Pattison had an 
opportunity of distinguishing himself, of which*he did not fail to take 
advantage. A very important care connected with the chemical industry 
came into his hands; bis scientific knowledge and tastes led him to throw 
himself con amore into the preparations for trial, and as the result of bis 
exertions his cliente succeeded. Jn the course of his subsequent practice 
he was equally successful in cases affecting Nonconformist denominations, 
of which he had a Jarge number. Hise professional duties, however, were, 
in his later years, almost su to his ecientificand religious work. He was 
a constant attendant at the meetings of the Geological Society and numerous 
other more or less scientific bodies ; he was a member of the Committee of 
the Religious Tract Society, and, indeed, it would be difficult to enumerate 
the various religious societies and institutions with the governing bodies 
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of which he was connected. Personally he was a man of infinite charm 
and of almost universal information, yet entirely free from the dogmatism 


of ompiscience. He retired from practice several years ago. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 


In conrequence of the death of Mr. Charles Reginald Stroughill, which 
oocurred in April last, the style of the firm of Horwoop, Strovenm1, & 
Horwoop, of 13, South-square, Gray’s-inn, London, W.C., will, in future, 
be changed to its former name of Horwoop & Sons, and the surviving 
partners, Mr. Frederick Flowers Hopwood and Mr. John Rowland 
Hopwood, will continue to carry on the business (established for over 
seventy years) at the above address. 


DissoLuTions, 


Aurrep Burnig, Appison James Bromnam, and Grorce Francis Bonner, 
solicitors (Bonner, Thompson, Burnie, & Co.), Ingram House, 165, Fen- 
church-street. Dec. 4, 1901. So far as regards the said George Francis 
Bonner. The said Alfred Burnie and Addison James Bromham will 
henceforward carry on the business under the name of Burnie & Oo. 

(Gazette, Dec. 6. 


GENERAL. 


It is stated that Judge Woodfall, of the Devonshire County Court 

ircuit, has been offered the vacant judgeship of the Westminster County 
Court. 

Lord Dunboyne will succeed Master George Pollock as Senior Master 
and King’s Remembrancer on the latter’s retirement at the end of the 
present sittings. 

Mr. Justice Farwell has made favourable progress towards recovering from 
his illness. He left his room for the first time on Wednesday, and hopes 
to leave London on Monday. 


Mr. Justice Lawrance has changed circuits with Mr. Justice Walton, 
the former judge going on the North-Eastern Circuit and the latter on 
the North Wales Circuit at the ensuing winter assizes, instead of ae 
previously arranged. 

Mr. George Pollock, the senior King’s Bench Master and King’s 
Remembrancer, has, it is understood, sent in his resignation, which will 
take effect at the end of the present sittings. Mr. Pollock has beena 
master for upwards of fifty years. 


According to a return recently issued, the receipts relating to the High 
Court of Justice and Court of Appeal for the past year amounted to 
£502,807 8s., an increase of £776 10s. 10d., and the expenditure to 
£622,191 3s. 8d., an increase of £5,927 19s. 1d. 


Mr. Justice Jelf having held the Recordership of the Borough of 
Shrewsbury for twenty-one years, it was decided at a recent meeting of 
the Shrewsbury Town Oouncil to recognize his long services to the town 
by conferring on him the freedom of the borough. 


On the 9th inst., the Lord Chief Justice, in the course of the hearing of 
two cases set down for trial before London juries, said that something 
would have to be done to obviate the necessity of calling jurors from the 
City of London, secing that the needs of the City were met by the Uom- 
mercial Court. 


Mr. Justice Bigham was, says the Daily Mail, a model of brevity in 
charging the grand jury at the Birmingham Asrizes on Wednesday. He 
simply said: ‘I am not going to detain you with any observations. The 
calendar is short. There are, no doubt, several cases of serious violence, 
but they do not present any difficulties, and therefore I see no reason why 
Ishould keep you waiting. Will you retire and consider the bills?” 


It is stated that the Establishment Committee of the London County 
Council will recommend that Mr. F. H. Bartlett, the senior assistant in 
the Conveyancing Branch of the Solicitor’s Department, who entered the 
council’s service in 1879, shall be allowed to retire with a superannuation 
of £250, being thirty-sixtieths of his present salary. The committee have 
also decided to recommend that several salaries in the same department 
shall be increased, including one from £400 to £500 per annum, and 
another from £350 to £400. 


It is stated that in order that a certain number of King’s Bench judges 
may always be present in London during the Hilary sittings to carry on 
continuously the work arising there, it has been arranged that the Winter 
Assizes on the North Wales and South Wales circuits, which usually begin 
in the middle of February, shall start about the 11th of January next. 
The two judges will attend all the towns on each circuit respectively pre- 
ceding Ohester and Cardiff, and on the conclusion of the work at P oe 
places they will come back to London in order to sit at the courts. They 
Will afterwards go together to Uhester and Cardiff, starting in the early 
part of March to hold the assizes of those two towns. 


Sir R. Anderson, the late Assistant Commissioner of Police, writing in the 
Nineteenth Century for this month, rays : Speaking seriourly and deliberately, 
if, not 70,000, but seventy known criminals were put out of the way, 
the whole organization of crime against property in England would be 
dislocated, and we should, not ten years hence, but immediately, enjoy an 
amount of immunity from crimes of this kind that it might to-day seem 
Utopian to expect. My opinion 1s based on definite facts and a knowledge 
of the personnelof thecriminal frateraity. And I say with confidence that now 
methods of dealing with these men—methods such as would command the 
Spproval of five-sixths of the community—would avail to put an end to 

crimes against property in England. 





(Vol. 46.} t25 
Mr. Justice Darling 


on Wednesday evening at a lecture by Dr. 
Blake Odgers, K.O., on ‘* Witnesses,’ delivered before the Solicitors’ 
Managing Olerks’ Association. After the lecture, the learned judge said 
that there was one thing he wished to say. Many honest 
witnesses came into the box with a 
formidableness of counsel. 
them say what was not true, and generally turn 
his eminence as an edvocate depended on his power to do this. In reality 
the most powerful advocate at the bar was an honest 
witness. His legitimate prey was the witness who went into the box not 
necessarily determined to say what is not true, but at least determined that 
his side should win. 


Mr. Wilfrid Tate, the chief clerk of the Marylebone police-court, who is 
retiring under the age limit, after over forty-six years’ service, was pre- 
sented, on the 5th inst , by the solicitors ing at the court with a 
handsome silver salver, and by the staff others with a silver coffee pot 
and a dressing case. In making the presentation, Mr. Curtis Bennett eaid 
that many knew Mr. Tate better than he did, but none revered him more. 
They would all remember him by reason of the conscientious discharge of 
his duties and his readiness to aid those who required assistance in con- 
nection with the business of the court. He had, seen the court rise from 
its infancy, eo to speak, until the revenue in fines and fees had in 1900 
risen to nearly £5,000 In spite of that enormous increase the staff had 

ined the same. The fact was that but for the zeal and energy of Mr. 
Tate there must have been a deadlock. 


The death is announced of Dr. John Carment, a leading solicitor, of 
Edinburgh, in his eighty-sixth year. The son of a former minister of 
Roeskeen, he was educated, says the Times, at the school of his native 
parish and at Aberdeen University, which in later years conferred upon 
him the honorary degree of LL.D. in recognition of his eminence as a 
Gaelic scholar and his position as a leading lawyer. After leaving 
Aberdeen he entered an Edinburgh Jaw office, and in time rose to be the 
head of the firm of Messrs. Oarment, Wedderburn, & Watson, W.S8., 
and for many years he was regarded as one of the soundest and shrewdest 
members of the solicitor ‘lh of 3 ee in a A on 
Highiander in pbysique, large- yet © presence, an 
goed at most Scottish sports, he made an ideal commanding officer of one 
of the Highland companies of the Queen’s Edinburgh kifle Volunteer 
Brigade when that corps was first formed, and he retained after his 
retirement his interest in the volunteer movement. 


The banquet at the Grand Hotel on Saturday last at which the Irishmen 
of the Bench and the Bar were the hosts, and Henn Uollins, M.R., and 
Matnew, L.J , the guests, was, says the Daily Telegraph, eminently suc- 
cessful. The pr ings were private, and are therefore shrouded in 
mystery ; but itis believed that the Lord Obancellor was in the chair, and 
that he was supported by Lord Ashbourne, Lord Macnaghten, the Solicitor- 
General, ‘‘ Master ’’ Lord Dunbo and county court judges and K.O.’s 
in plenty. Further, it is 6 that Lord Halsbury put forward and 
completely vindicated his claim to be Irishman ; 
the Master of the Rolls and his brother 
a characteristic speech, and that Lord 
account of the exhausted and overworked 
The only oratorical details which are forth 
addresses of Lord Halsbury and Mathew, L.J. 
attention to the fact that while the tribute of an “ encore’ 
extended to a song, it is unheard of  Bgage geet need 
latter expreesed his keen regret that the law officers should nowadays 
compelled to give up to the Government business what was meant for 
kind. It is also rumoured that the Lord Chancellor reminded 
present that it was still within his power to send the Chancery jud 
circuit ; that a shudder thereupon went round the assembly ; and 
lordship quickly gave an assurance that he was speaking in jest. 
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WARNING TO rea ag ene ae pa at Lussazs.—Before aborensaly 
chasing or renting a house have the tary te 
Tested and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering 
Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee 
quoted on recel t of full particulars. Established 25 years. Telegrams, 
** Sanitation,” on. Telephone, ‘ No, 316 Weetminster.”’—[Apvr. } 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALE3 OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Dec. 16.—Messrs, H. BE. Foster & Cranritxp, at 10, Hosier-lane. West Smithfield, at 12: 
—Stock of New Laundry Machinery Engines, Office Furniture, &c. Boli- 
citor, ¢. _— Fowler, Eeq., London. (See advertisement. this week, vo eee) 

Wk Ts Foster & Craxrrenp, at the Mart, st 2:—Valuable Estates in 

= yo tee to yeetane £18,000 per annum.—Solicitors. Edmund Kimber, weds 
me vad Messrs. Purves & Barber, Edinburgh ; — Gordon, Dalbiac, & Pug 
; Mesers. Kimbers & Boatman, London; ‘and Meesrs. Milward & Co, London 
and inion. Freehold Detached Residence at Byfleet; also Two ’Plots ot 
Building Land. 6 Solicitors, E. M. Lazarus, Esq., end J. J. Edwards, Eeq., both of 
London. (See ‘advertisements, this week, back 

Dec, 19.—Messrs H. E. Fostrr & CRANFIELD, at the at 2:— 

REVERSIONS : 


To a Trust Fund. value £2,483, in Console and ey Stocks; lady aged 72. 
Solicitors, Messrs me Cogeeee, Hitchins Brabant, & Hitchins, London 
To One-sixth of a Trust Fund, value £18,460; also to Onc-coventh of £2,279; life 
aged 60. Solicit —\ Poole & Robinson. London 
pee oh tong in Railway Stocks, value £1,653; gentleman aged 60. 
rs, Messrs. eld, Bartram. & Olofield, London 
LIFE INTEREST of a a lady aged 39 in a Trust Estate, producing £160 per annum; 
with po! citors, Messrs. Bate & Co., London, 
POLICIES for £1,000, PeL0OD. Solicitors. Messrs. 
SHaRES, &c. Solicitors, Messrs. E C, Rawlings & Butt, London. 
(Bee See advertisements, this week, bsck page.) 
Dec. 20.—Mesers. H. B. Foster & Cranrizip, at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Property 
— as Gallow Hill Giue and Chemical Works, in Leicestershire. Solicitor, Geo. O. 
icholson, ket Harborough.—Leasehold Corner House at Camden Town. 
Solicitors, ‘Messrs, Sass & Young, London. (See advertisements, this week, back page.) 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazetie,—Fripay, Dec. 6, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loarep mx Cuanorry. 


** Anpova” Steamusnip Co, Liuitep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 20, to send 
their names and adéresses, and the particulars of theie debts or claims, to William 
Boberts 26, Chapel st, ae Weightman & Co, solors to liquidator 

Avromositz Masvuracturine Loutev—Petn for winding uP? presented Dec 2 directed 
to be heard Dec 18. Hands. 97, Gresham st, solo for petner Ni SF ae pening wat 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock m the »fternoon of De 

Brooxs, Siursox, & Srituzer, Lomrep (1x Liou a yak ease oy cietiel on or 
before Jan 10, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Walter Eldridge Jobnson and Frederick Samuel Lucey, 15, George st, 
Mansion House. Abrehams & Co, Tokenhouse yd, liquidators’ solors 

— Ln alle Coxsots, Limirgp—Creditors are required, om or before Jan 25, to send 

their names and addrerses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Peter Watson, 
2and 3, West st, Finsbury ci:cus, Greenip & Co, George st, Mansion House, solors for 


Gop Spixwer Syspicate, Liurrep (1x Ligu eee are required, on or before 
Jan 14. to by nemes and a the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to John D Steeart Bogle, 91, 92, and 93, Palmerston bidgs 

Harry Sovrn axp Co, egy Petn for winding-up. presented Dec 3, directed to be 
heard Dec 18, Puleston, 20, Abchurch lane, solor for the petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Dec 17 

Lrvgepoor Surer Azration Limitep—Creditors are og on or before Jan 18, to 

their names and sddresses, and the particulais of their debts or , to 
B. 8. Biram, Peninsular House, Monument st 
Puorxix Fevr Co, Loutrep (rm ‘VouusraRy Ligurpatiox)}—Creditors are required, on or 
Jan 6, to send their names and ad , and the particulars of their debts or 
—— Creke, Temple row, Birmingham. Jaques & Sons, Birmingham, 

Russiax Ispusratat axp Mrxixe Co, Limirzp (1s Liquipatiox)—Creditors are required, 
on or before Jan 81, to send their names and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Leonard Halliday. 117, Bishopsgate st Within 

Ustmirep 1x Coancery. 
wee Swommc Baru Co (1s agp yp are required, on or before go 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 

Francis? _A been, 72, High st, Dorzing. Down, Scott, & Down, Dorking, solors oy the 

uidator 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 10, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep mm Cuancery. 

Avrzep A.icars, Lowtep —Creditors are mone. on or before Jan ® to send th 
Pz and and the particulars of their debts or claims, to C. W. = 

Caspnias Copper Misixe Co, Lumrep—Petn for winding up, presented Vec 4, directe 

to be heard om Dec 18 18. | Lioyd-George & Co, G3, Queen Vickie at, solore fre — 
Notice of appearing mut reach the above-named not later than 6 o’dlock in the afeer. 


noon of 
Crapwick’s Patext Apverrtisizc, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31 
and the the particulars of theis F debts or p ny to Vivian 


names addresses, 
Liewelyn Newton, 22, Booth st, Manchester. Hadfield & Co, Manchester, solors for 
Crarros Exorsezemsc axp Execreicat Coystrv pint pe! Co, Linirtp—Credito 
on or before Dec 31, to send names and addresses ani the particulars of 
or claims, to Maurice Whiteley, Newton Hyde, nr Manchester. Wragge & 


——— po tah to 

Epwazrprs Co, a are required on or before Jan 31. to send their 
names and addresses, and the particalars of their debia or claim, to W, @ re, 

6, Old Jewry. Saat cx Co, Southampton st, Strand, so‘ors to liquidators 

ea ——— sre e required on or before Dec 31, to send their 


ars of their debts or claims, to Vi 
a Newton, 22, Booth = fede heater, Hadfieid & Co, Manchester, nine te 


Go.p «and ov Weer Arnica, Linttep (Isconronatep 2sv J “ 1 - States 
presented Dec 9, er poo aes Line 36. Gre ip Go, sateen 
solors ers. Notice of appearing must foe ap me | 
oe 4 7. sg aap — 17 
vD, Limtrep (t= Votustary Laquipatiox)—Credit aired, 
Feb 1, to send their names and addresses. the particulars of thelr debts 
uart Colle Bobestson, 2, Tokephouse ‘bldgs. Slaughter & May, 18, Austin 


Oxztzexst Goin Mixixe Co, Dmg ng oe required, 
to send: their names and addres = dae oem e 
St Helen’s pi, sr Bishopegate' en’ Wik wt Within. Hepworth & Co, 15, South 


a@ Co, Laniten (1x jocumamven)—Cueiiters are required, on 
5 ad ther names addresses, and the particul teoulens of their “debi 
to Newman Mayo Ogic, Worcester House, Walbrook 
Masvvactcaine x Txapiso Teverzes, Limiten -Pem for 


45 


s 
F 





ited 
Dec 2, directed to be beard Dec 14. Holman & (0, 6, Lime st. solor by pe men 
ee an aot later 6 o clock ia the aftereeon af 


l 


& Dow ‘ Lr ;—Petn fi ‘or wind Dec 
ScuHoriE.p, Xi, mg me } Ry. UGHTY, Lona] eco, vi Deltenk roe, <> oomtat Dud 1, 
eereedie wet cok Oe the above not later than $ o’clock in the afternoon of 


Dec 17 

W. D. Txornrox & Co, Limirep—OCreditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send 
their names addresses, and the particulars oF their debts or claims, to Charles Edwin 
Bradley, Huntriss chmbrs, Scarborough. Scarborough. solor to liquidator 

Wittcocks & Co, eg for winding up, presented Dec = directed to be heard 
Dec 18. Lowless & Co, 26. Mastin’s In, Goneen st, solors for petmer. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon ¢ 
Dec 17 








For Turoat Inerration any CovcH ——— s Glycerine Jujubes” 
always prove effective. They soften and clear the voice, and are invaluable 
to all suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the ‘throat. Sold only 
in labelled tins, price 7 _ and 1s. He. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homa@o- 
pathic Chemists, London. —[Anvr.] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 29 
Lonasox, Jacos, Stretford, Lancaster Dec 41 Mills v{Longson, Kekewich, J Hall & 
Son, Manchester 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 3. 


Bricnt, Bsersamin, Barton Court, Colwell, Hereford Jan 14 Gwynn v Brown Cave, 
Buctley, J Rawlinson, 42, Bedford row 

Suit, Bexsamin Brown. Wolverhampton Jan 3 Smith v Smith, Joyce, J Smith, 
3, Salters’ Hall court 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 10, 
Hopcxtsson, Henry. Freckleton, Lancs, Farmer Jan 9 Dickson v Hodgkinson, Regis 


ar, Preston Hampson, Lune st, 
Mason, yoees North dill, Swansea, Contractor Jan 17 Gale v Mason, Joyce, J 
8 York pl, Swaneea 
Paton, Gronce Lavucuianp, Wilkinson st. Albert sq, Clapham rd Jan 7 Beveridge y 
McIntosh, Kekewich, J Head & Hill, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Curarm. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 19, 


Bacimans, Jemma, Southport, Lancs Dec 20 & Putiein, Dudley 
BARNES, AUG vu 1STA, Heavitree, Devon Dec 31 Fate ag ha 
Bousrizip, Rev ALFRED, Princes Risborough, Bucks Dee 18 Reynolds & Son, High 


Wycombe 
Harsten & Bennett, 


Burremer, Rey Arcupat, St Leonard’s on Sea Dec 31 
Bishopsgate st within 

CamprE.y, Jonanna, Russell rd, Kensington Dec 16 bese yA & Co, New inn, Strand 

Canyincs, Mary Any, Werbuidge Dec12 Paine & Brettell. hertsey 

Cuasz, Mary ANN, Brixton hill, Surrey Jan 20 pga Bea ct chmbrs, Bow st 

CueeTHaM, THomas, Rochdale Dec rad Standri: 

CrowLey, 4NN, vest Bromwich Decl10 Hodg Birmiogham 

Dunery, Wituiam. Hastings Dec24 Morgan, Hastings 

FLeTcHEeR Mary ANN, Tipton, Staffs Dec 20 * Hooper & Selsbeien, Dudley 

Gamse, James, Leicester Wecl9 Stevenson & Son, Leicest 

a, Banax Euiza, Plymou'h, Devon Dec 16 Snow Co, Gt St Thomas Apostle, 

Goarne, Qtzsee, Nottingham, Lithographic Printer D2c 31 Burton & Briggs, 
N am 

BERT THomas, Sunderland Dec ?0 Ellis, Sunderland 

Guirriras, Tuomas Epwix, Bi ham, Doctor Jani Martineau & Co, Birmingham 

Hart, Cuan.es, Camberwell rd Dec 25 Steavenson & Couldwell, Fenchurch st 

Hosver, Rosert, Haxby, Yorks, Farmer Dec20 Kay, York 

Hocues, Frepericx Jouyn, Manchester, Plumber Des 3l Leak & Pratt, Manchester 

Host, Rosert Avoustvs, Carlton, Victoria Dec3i St Barbe & Co, Delahay st, Weat- 
minster 


JewNxKIns, ALICE Axx, Waptay New pk Jeni Black & Moss, Clement’s inn, Strand 
Joxgs, THomas Lioyp, A) , Carnarvon, Miller Dec18 Owen, Pwliheli 
Kixcsyogtu, Frances, Hastings’ Dec 24 Morgan, Hastings 

LEYDEN, paonan, Forest Gate, Essex Nov 25 Huibert & Co, Broad st bldgs, Liver- 


Lona, Josep, Portsmouth Dec 24 Hobbs & Brutton, Portemouti 

McQu BEN, Joun, Brooklands, Chester, Eogineer Dec 31 —. & Co. Manch-ster 

—~ Guanes eatin Bure, Kenley, Surrey, Stock Broker Decl4 Hewlett & Co, 
7} lags. *s inn 

Pexxins, on Marlborough, Newspaper Proprietor Dec19 Merrimans & Gwillim, 
Mar! 


» Lanes Decil Atkinson, Ulverston 
uilder Dec 20 ae. Norwich 
Ricos, Jouwn ARTHUR Henley on Brain & Brain, Reading 
Rocers, WiLL1AM Henny, Mayfield, + Dec 14 Sprott & Some Mayfie'd 
RuTseevorD, Kuiza Durrix, Curzon st, Mayfair Dec20 Baker & Nairne, —, 8q 
Scnvsacu, Mas Maxx, 8 Sutherland av, Maida Vale, Cigar Importer Jan 14 Cobam, 


Srarrorp, _ ee Common Dec 26 Seg Old Serjeant’s inn, Chancery lo 
Srevexs, Tuomas, Egham, Surrey Dec12 Paine & Brette:l, oe 

Tite.ey, Bicuarp, FP , Staffs Dec3l Fallows & mingham 
Tinxien, Many, York 38 Dale, York 


London Gazette.—Faivay, Nov. 22 


Auprep, Aanroy, Leptin, Ket. Farmer Dec7 Tey ort, Moo 
Axprews, THomas, Edge ips od Dec31 T a ra, Moorgate at 


GREENWSLL, 


ugh 
Remixorox, Henry, Pennio; 
Bicues, GrorGe, Cromer, 





Bagser, Euity Anxe, rch26 Ginn & 

Bersvey, Samvet, Oxford, Boa’ Bo  - Dec +8 Gavia "Oxford 
Canter, Wittism Beney, tol, Licensed Victualler JanW surges & Slow, wy 
Cuampens, Frepesicx, ‘Beswick, Manchester, 


» Photogrepher Dec 11 Cobbett & Co, 
Oranxe, Josnvua, Minehead, Somerset > 16 Incledon & Co, Minehead 
Crorren. James, Eilergreen, nr Kend Dec 81 Bolton & Belton, Kendal 


Davey, Euizavera, em. Corn Dee 10 Bond & Pearce, Plymouth 
Epwaaps, Joszru, le, or Halifax — 1 & , Halifax 


Gipsox, 4 Bromley, *, Fishmonger Dec wi 
Hamesox, Tuomas,  proskion Heath, Chester Deo lt “4 W ton 
Hanoravs, Many, Heaton Mersey. Lancs Jan 1 bee | & ws Leami 

Hearn, Evias, Chesterton. State Draper Dec 20 
Huast, Tromas Atreup, Yardley, Worcester 
Ixcaam, Wittsam, Todmorden Dec 23 Sager & Co, 
gore. Ex1za, Gowlett rd, Bast Dulwich Dec 


w 
hoe James, Greetland, nr Halifax, Woollen at TS 


Manufacturer Jan 1 Longbotham & 
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Lawnsnok, Atrrep Epwarp Aust, Clifton, Bristol, Doctor Jan 4 Gwynn & Co, | 
Bristol 


Leaman, Henny, Li . Licensed Victualler Dec 22 Whitley & Co, Liverpool 
‘2D, Paret, ngfield, Burlington, New Jersey,U 8 Dec 7 Downey & Lionell, 
Conduit st 
Exizasetu, Leeds Nov 3) Lister & Turner. hley, Yorks 
amonovon, Freprrick, Sutton Coldfield, ‘Warwick > 


ming am 
Narsay, Cuarcorte, Kilburn Dec 22 Myer, London Wall 
NICHOLLS, ALFRED, siauees, Chester Dec 21 Crofton & Co, Manchester 
Nuwwo, WiiL1aM, Castle Eden, Durham Dec 81_ Watson & Co, Stockton on Tees 
xyes, Os Cuares Reynowps, Sevenoaks Dec 24 Fisher, Lincoln's ion fields 
TH Dorcas Sanpys 8t Leonardson Sea Dec 28 Galpio, Oxford 
Perey, a. Sone Francis, Chfton, Bristol Jan7 Press & Press 
Paituirs, THoMas, Waunarwydd nr Swansea, Grocer Dec28 Thomas & Co, Swansea 
Pace, Jonn. Liandrindod, Radnor Nov 20 Vaughan, Builth 
Récxyett, Grorce, Brockley Dec2l Foy & Co, New Croserd 
Rerwoips, Jonx, Redland, Bristol. Iron Merchant Jan4 Gwynn & Co, _— 
Sand. Join, Terringtéa St John, Norfolt, Farmer Jan 1 Ward, King’s 
Scorrs, JoszrPH Hé&nry, Molden ter, Pimlico, Cigar Merchant Dec 31 td wy & Collins, 
King William st, Lon¢ on Bridge 
SreppING, a, ee Harzinetox, Kgremont, Cumbetland Dec 31 Quayle & Ouvry, | 
Arun 


Srezve, Isaac, Oldham Decl4é JR&LG vrs Oléham 
Brock, 4meLI4, Halifax Jan1 Longbotham & sons, Halifax 
TuomPsoN, WILLIAM, King’s Lynn, om Timber Merchant Jan1 Ward, King’s Lynn 
WALKER Joun, Kingston upon Hull,Cooper Dec 81 Jackson & Co, Huil 
Warp, Wittiam MeRseE, Handsworth Dec 31 Poiaton, Birmingham 
Way, Epwarp, Dfracombe Dec2l1 Buckell, Newport, IW 
Wiornan, | Lev LatHam, MA, Newport Pagnell, bucks Jan 1 FI & J C Warner, 
Wiochestcr 
Woistexnotme, Mary, Rochdale Dec27 Standring & Co, Rochdale 
London Gaszette.—Turspay, aed 26 


Avams. Gzorce Henry, Mold, Kent Dec 24 Simon, Mol 

Awan, oo Borough rd. Southwark Dee 23 Bruce 

Bagyes, JOSEPH ey Bridge, Chester Jan 7 
Manchester 

Bonz, Henry WiLLBLOop, Fulham, Sanitary Dec 30 Bore, Finsbury pymnt 

Borromiey, Tomas, Halifax Decié6é Dey, 

BogLETson, *Martua, Southend onfea Janl10 W&F Gregson, Southend on Ses 

CooxE, Henry, Cobham, Surrey, Grocer Dec 28 White, Guildford 

CroseLaxD, Ext, Thur; oland, nr Sheffield Dec19 Laycock & skinner, Sheffield 

Ocrts. od Epwarp Lewes, DD, Haverstock hill Jan4 Gibbon & Meore, Gt James st, 


row 

Davis CmARLES Sotemoy, Grosvenor rd, Canonbury Dec‘20 Jones & Hamp, High 
‘olborn 

Dawson, Witt1am, Huddersfield Dec31 Owen & ~~ - 

Devt, THomas Henry, Kidderminster, Builder Dec ? . Kidderminster 


Derruan, Captain Mortimer, Carlisle mans, Victoria at Dee 2 Trower & Co, New sq, 
Lincoln’s ion 


& 00, Church ct, Old Jewry 
Tallent-Bateman & Thwaites, 


28 Blewitt & Co, Bir- | Hawxns, Saran, Derb 


| TarTeRsaLt, Joun WILSON, 


(Vol. 46.] 
Durrant, Witt1AM. Dartford, Builder Dec 27 Copland, Sheernes 
EEGHEN, a Vat eee CarHaRina Susana Bremwaw Vas Excues, Amsterdam, 


apn, Draper’s gdos 
Evunsox, Joun, Northampton, Civil Bngineer Dec 81 Pb Ay Ray, Northampton 
Freeman, 1 Homas, Cuckney. Notts Dec20 Alcock, Man 
Hastitow, Exiza. —— Co ae Dec 28 —- Walsall 
Derby 
Notts Dec20 Alcock, Mansfield 
| Hovason, Joun “pean, = Dec 28 Freeman, Bradford 
| Horst, Apopxus Von, Cheltenham, Professor of Music Dec 2i Russell, Cheltenham 
| Jaques, Jony, Kingston on Hull Jan15 Davis, Hull 
| Kexrsuaw, Joun Ciaventox, Calverley, Yorks, Grocer Dec 27 C J & A E 
Newstead & Co, Otiey 
Leak, James Gopparb, West Kirby, Chester Dec 3i Whitley &Co Nantwich 
| LearHart, bok om Bru Scorr, Gateshead, Mining Engineer Dec 30 Mather & 
ewcastle upon 
| Leon, Henry, El esmere, Salop Dec 24 Giles, 


| Hitpyarp, Bicnarp, = 


Preston 
Tineie, Hangiett, Sheffield 





iles, Ellesmere 
Leicu, Henny Hasginetos, East Molesey, Surrey Jan 1 fe Wels Tem: 
MacxEnziz, Acnes, Tunbrid r Wells Dee 21 ~ a & Cheale, Tun Towmtnag ta or a 
| Mason, SamugL, jun, Manchester Dec25 Robinson &Co, Manchester 
| Mercer, Jonw, Manchester Dec 31 Innes, Maochester 
Lambeth Wollest & Co, Farnham 
Mercatre, Penonne apevarpe, Southampton Dec 22 Walls & Stallard, Old Jewry 
NossiT2x. CHARLES JAMES, Danentoh, Amatienente tied Dec 24 VUhian, Birmi: 
Partinaton, ELeanoga Frances Bayswater Janl2 Trower & & New sq, Lincola’s ian 
Ranoetty. Beara Warrineron Biackpool Jan1l Weston & ._ a 
Rayyer, Eowarp, B Greengrocer Dec 23 Greea, Bush In, 
Cannon st 

Rosrxs. Rev Joseru BENNETT, Na Oxford Jani Tolhurst & Co, Gravesend 
Simpson, Ratpu, a, = = at 30 Heslop, Barnard Castie 
SreaBn, «nN, Ipswich Dec 23 Josselyn & 
SrerHenson. Rev Joszers Henry, L; Somerset Dec3i Smith & Sons, Weston 
Srupss, Mosely, Bristol 

Preston, Licensed Victualler Dec 24 Taylor & Son, 
7 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 
TrarrorpD, Joux, Wakefield, Yeoman Dec 31 Freer & Co, Brigg 
——, Bawnnau, Devizes, Wilts Jan 31 Racciiffe, a 
Wannerorp, Cuar_es Francis, Paigntun Devon Dec 26 Kiteons & J. Torquay 
Witxixsox, Tuomas, Gt Strickland, Westmorland, Farmer Dec 24 Arnison & Co, 


Maggiorr. Juuia Mary THARINE, Pitsford, Northampton Jan SI 
| Merniorr. Freperick Moss. Jan 1 
Parker, Coanvrs, Darby Dec 23 
urrell st, Blackfriars rd, 

Ricwarpsox, Grorosr, Levenshulme, Lance, Solicitrr Jan 4 Addleshaw & Co, 

Manchester 
Saurrs, Mary, Atherton, Lancs 

8, Ipswich 
super Mare 
rau Bristol. Boot Dealer Dec 21 

forks. 8arax, Birmiogbam Des rf Newey & Son, Birmingham 
[urton, Ann, Heaton Chapel, Lancs Dee 21 

Penri 
Witiiams, Sziiva Mary, Hyde Park st Dec3i Bloxham & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec. 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. . 


Banwes, Witt1amM James, Southampton, Cabinet Maker 
thampton Pet Dec 3 Ord Dec3 
Barrams & AuTcHInson, Ealing, Solicitors Brentford 
B ig “ian a age Hull, D 
EACHER, AM OBERT D uvon raper 

Kingeton upon Hull Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec 4 

Brzgy, WittiaM Devenport, Buckland St aor pee Somerset, 
Farmer Taunton Pet Dec4 Oro Dec 

Brix, Richagp Noe, Kensington High Court Pet Oct 
9 O1d Dec 2 

Key to ne Barrow on L pry Jobbing Gardener 

y Pet Dec8 Ord D 

Fo gy A CHARLES, pone Wholesale Cun- 
fectioner Preston Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 8 

ox Epwarp, Croydon Croydon Pet Her 29 Ord 


tll Jos, H M Prison, Ruthin, Denbigh, 
iter r Pet Nov 30 
bag Cuagues, Leicester Leicester Pet Dec 2 Ord 


Ciazx, Franols 25 7 _ Botte eS 
Kingston or ston upon 
Hui Pet Nov 2 Ord Dec 
Coorzn, CuaRLEs BENJAMIN, —- Park, Grocer High 
Pet Nov9 Ord Dec 8 
don, vom Milk Contractor Swindon 


Crossy, Jonn Fawcett, Kingston upon Hull Kingston 
ta full “Poe Deo 4 Ont Deo 4 


upon | 
Davis, Exnest Wares, na ade Wilts, Blacksmith | 
Dec3 Ord Dec 8 


jon 


Dowsiz Jonn Lessers, Ormskirk, Cycle Maker Liverpool 


Dec4 O:sd Dec4 
Kivonv, Joszrx Caries, Bournemouth, Grocer Poole 
Pet Dec Dec 8 
Fixses Witt1am James, New Brompton, Kent, Butcher 
Rochester Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 


Fhanxs, Moses, ny my , Cap Manufacturer 
Manchester 


Dec 4’ Ord Dec 4 
et feasts 27 AUBREY, Wednesday, Baker Walsall 


Pet Nov 22 Ord Nov 29 
Hants, Farmer 


Gmsox, Henry Foster, Stockbridge, 
Southampto: Pet Deo4 Ord Deo 4 
Guiryrtus, Pesseasce, sd Ord Us . Jwm, Mon, Ironmonger 
rc ind Veo 4) 
Yorks; Innkeeper Bradford Pet 
LL, Harry, St Anne’s on the Sea, Lancs, Journalist 
Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 
Horxivs, Water Jonn Brown, Southsea, Hants, Baker 
Portamouth vet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 
Ensvern, on aiale Blackpool, Grocer Preston Pet 
am: eae Bagilit, Flint, Farmer Chester Pet Dec 8 


mony Accrington, Flagger Blackburn Pet Dec 2 


muvKL, Ne nt ell, Bucks, Draper 
y. 8 Pet Oot 96 Ord Nov 30 


Lacy, Tuomas, Liverpool, Baker Live 1 Pet Nov 21 
| Ord Dec 8 ¢ ed ve 


Mc"owan, FLORENCE a P sams Park mans High Court 

| Pet Nov 11 Ord Dec 

| Matruews. Baymonp pad Hornsey High Court Pet 
Dec8 Ord vec 3 

a ~t 8, Fenchurch st High Court Pet Oct 14 Ord 


a Arruur Cravup—E Howarp, West 
ich, Chemist West Bromwich P.t Dec3 Ord 


— 

O’Nemu, Joun Atpert, Feancis O’Naiii, Exxest Witte 
O’NeILL, and HERBERT NUTTALL O'NEILL, Radcutfe, 
Lanes, Butchers Bolton Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 

| Pappock, ‘THomas, Leeds Derby Pet Dec4 Urd Dec 4 

— Wi.u1am, Crouch End High Vourt Pet Oct 29 

i c4 

Porter, Henry Greraz, ay > Victoria *3 -* ormeeemed 
Agent High: ourt Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 

Ricuarpson, James Francis, and ewe Coox, 
, Solicitors Manchester Pet Noy 1 Ord 


Dec 

Rocers, Grorce, Whittio nur Gane, 
beddler Obtstarfield et wee 4 et Ord Des 

Rupes, Georezr Hatt, nham, B » erchant 
Cneltevham Pet Nov 30 Od evo 

Tuomrson, Hersert, Leeds, Painter, Leeds Pet Nov 29 


Ord Nov 29 
i me Joun Srvart, Carlisle Carlisle PetDec4 Ord 


Truscott, Ricuarp Crass, Devonport, Ironmonger Ply- 
mouth Pet Dec2 Ord Dec? 

Cone, St be pee Gt Grimsby, Draper Gt Grimsby 

WE.is, Josera rants Bedminster, Bristol, Tailor 
Bristol Pet Nov 27 Ord Dec 

Witirams, Toomas Deaxkts, Liscard, , Builders’ 
Merchant Bangor Yet Nov18 Ord vec 8 

FIRST MEETINGS. 

Acres, Tuomas, Minting, Lincs, Breejer of Racehorses 
ec 17 at 12 Off Kec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Banaay, ry Norwich, Cabinet Maker Dec 18 at 
1230 Off Reo, 8, King st, Norwich 

Barnes, WILLIAM JAMES, yn Ty Cabinet Maker 
Veo 17 at 3.30 Off Reo, 172, High st, Southampton 

Birkin, Ricuarp Nosr, West Ken ——- mansions 


17 atiz Bankruptwey 
Baroomugap, | aes Sheffi Sub- aie Dec 13 at 12 
Off Ree, . Shefiield 
Coor van, Coes Sone baanes. ray | Park, Grocer Dec 13 
t1 bidgs, 
Davies, Huan, Morriston, Nang Commission Agent 


Dec 18 at 2.80 Off Reo, 31, md, Swansea 
Dix, Witiam, Cardiff, Builder Dec 18at 12 117, Bt 
Mary et, vardiff 


ary 
Dues ALEXANDER Loner, Carlisle, Clothier Dec 16 at 8 
ff Rec, 34, Pisher st, Uarlisie 
oan Heinnicn Kpowarp. Cleethorpes, Fish Merchant 
Deo 18 at | Off Reo, 16, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Frank, Max, A av Deo 16 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 


Ginson, Henay Fosren, Stockbridge, Hants, Farmer Deo 
a7 at 8 Off Reo, 172, High st, Southampton 








Grey, Artnur, Uxbridge, Mineral b ann ced 
beci7at3 96, 


3 Temple 

Grove, Joun, Cardiff, Earthenware Hawner “Dec 18 at il 
117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Hagryg.t, Seprmvs, Upton Noble, nr Frome. Somerset, 
Jvurneyman Butcher DVec 13 at 12.45 Off Rec, City 
chmbrs, Salisbu: 

Hawrsory, Bros & Go, Gt Tower st, Saaa Dee 17 
at230 Bankruptcy ridgs, Carey st 


Horxiss, WALTER , 4 Brows, soutrsea, Baker Dec 17 
at3 Off Cambridge june, = st, Portamouth 
Hymrrs, eT Cumberland 


Alston, . Farmer Dec 16 
at 3.30 Off Reo, 34, Fisher st, Carlisle 
vob, igh oe, Merthyr yaa Collier Dec 13 at 3 
st, 
Larter, Witt1am Roseart, Norfolk, Fish Dealer Dec 18 
ati2 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Maya.t, Ropert aod Wittiam Witp. Manchester, 
cerine Merchants Dec 13 at 2.30 Uff hec, Byrom 
st, 
er Ricnarp Marriayp, Buxton, Sep Be Bn- 


, Labourer 


Off Reo, 8, King st Norwich 


Ronswick, WILLIAM FREDERICK, 


Agent Dec 16 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen at, Truro 
an Ly James, merihye Toa iad, ‘Grocer’ Dec 13 at 
> noriain, Bern, nr Ree, Figtree in, Sheffield 
wu 
Sxcuant, Panxpgxy, Bishopagate st, Merchant Dec 18 at 
1l Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Draper Dec 20 atil Cups 
Tuompson, Henseat, —_ Painter’ 
Vanstons, Doveias Heyry, Penarth, Tobacconist Dec 1S 
at3 117, 8t @ary st, © 
Matl uff seo, 
We .isrerp, GrorcE Remy Foy Watchmaker Dee 13 
30 Chamber of Commerce, 


35, High st, Mer 
Draper 
Se.iens, ALEXANDER ALFRE 
Dec 18 rr ll Of 
Reo, v2 Park row, Leeds 
v Sa Fra Gt Yarmouth, Cabdri Dec 
NCEST, SamMuRL NCI ver 
INCEN 8, 
145, Cheapside 
Clother Deo 17 at 1.5 


at lz. 
Wan Moszs, 
Queen 
Woosrsr, Wi..14M, Southall, Chemist Dec13at3 95, Temple 
chmbrs, Tempie av 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Ba WwW: J 80: Cabinet Maker 
"Socthumpun ius Deed Usd Des” 
Branson, Aaron, 
Nov 2s Ord Deo3 


Benay, Wittiam Davenrort. Buckland 
F Pet Dec 4 Ord Deo 


aay 
Pet N 





lov 19 Ded ov ap 
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. . Cuarues, Lancaster, Wholesale | Jones Wi1iay, Anglesey, Coal Merchant | Spence’ Da, Tek atlanta Deci7at3 136, 
"~~" ey ~M. m Pet Dec3 _ Ord Dec Bangor Pet ‘Nov 21 wat Ord Dec6 st, Merth ther Tydfil = 
Birmingham, Baildg 


CuarteswortH, Jos, H M Prison, P ae Denbigh, 
Painter Bangor Pet Novy 30 Ord Nov 
Cuerry, Cuarves, Leicester Leicester Pet Dec 2 Ord 


Crake, ARTHUR 7g Stafford, Surgeon Stafford 


Kennarp, Wiiiiam Hever, Bradford, Estate Agent 


Bradford Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 


Kixe, Cnarves, Cloebury Mortimer, Salop, Auctioneer 
5 


Kiddermiaster Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 


Lancrorp, Heyry Marcnayt, Exmouth, Umbrella Maker 


Exeter Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 


es Lasaprooxe. Louisa. Liverpool, Pork Butcher Liverpool 


Cos, WiLiiaM Eowane, Handsworth. Dental Surgeon 
Birmingham Pet Nov2s Ord Dec 2 

Cox, James, Swindon, Wilts, Milk Contractor Swindon 
Pet Dec 3 O 


Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 5 


Lixx. Joun Wapo, Northumberland av. umecey Pro- 


m ter High Court Pet April27 O:d Dec 


-c8 
wet te Maveice, Witiiam Bissett, Reacing Readicg Pet 


Crospy. Joun Fawcert, a on Hull Kingston on 


Nov 21 Ord Dec6 


4 Ord Dec 
gy Rg . Seindn, Wilts, Blecksmith | Mirson, Wituiam, pechetnne, Sak Dealer High Court 


Davis, Ervest WALTER. 
Swindon Pet Dec 8 Ord Dec 3 
Exrorp, Josrra “Hares, Bournemouth, Grocer Poole 
Pet Dec3 Ord Dec3 
Fisyes, Wittiam James, New pematen, Kent, Butcher 
Rochester Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 
Franks, Moses, Cheetham, > ene Cap Manufacturer 
Manchester Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 
Gostixc, ALFaED JoserH Witiiam Cameron Palmerston 
blégs High Court Pet Oct it Ord Dec 2 
Gout, Jony Epwrx, Baston, Lincs. Farmer and Butcher 
Peterborough Pet Nov 21 Od Dec2 
Hagtiey. Boner, _—— Auctioneer Liverpool Pet 
Nov7 Dec 4 
Hvurwoatn, Wii1iam, Blackpool, Grocer Preston Pet 
Dec 2 Ord Dec 2 ; 
HewsHatt, Harry, St Anne’son the Sa, Journalist Preston 
Pet Dec 2 Ord Dee 2 
Horxixs, Watrer Joun Brown, Southsea, Hants, Baker 
Portamouth Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 
Hanyertt, Marty Constantin, Cannonst High Court Pet 
Jan 30 Ord Nov 30 
Heap, Ezra, Haworth, Yorks, Innkeeper Bradford Pet 
8 Ord Dec3 


Houu.ts. Joux Hopxrssoy, Shoreditch, Furniture Manu- 
Bigh Court Pet Nov 26 Ord 
Jones, JoszrH, Bagillt, Fiint,Farmer Ch-ster Pet Dec 3 
Dec 3 


Kay. Joss, Accrington, Flagger Blackburn Pet Dec 2 
Ord Dee 2 

Lacy. Tuomas, Liverpool, Baker Liverpool Pet Nov 21 
Ord Dec 4 


Lazaryicx. Jonan, 8 | hor iad Corn Dealer High Court 
Pet Nové6 Ord Dec 2 

Mitiar, Prepericx Joux Moss, High Holborn, Laundry 
Agent Hizh Court Pet Oct4 Ord Dec 2 

Newrox-Masox, Artaur CLaupe Howarp, West Brom- 
wich, Chemist West Bromwich Pet Dec3 O:d Dec3 

O’Nent, Jouy ALBERT, Francis O’Nert., Ersest WILui« 
O’Nery, and Hervert Nvutrary ‘oor Radcliffe, 
Lancs, Butchers tolton Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 

Pappock. THomas Ilkeston Derby Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 

Porrzr, Hexny Grorce, Queen Victoria st, Advertisement 
Agent High Court Pet vec4 Ord Dee 4 

Roczrs. Gzorcz, Whittington Moor. nr - eee 
Saddler Chesterfield Pet D-c4 Ord Dec 

Rupez, Grorcze Hatt, Cheltesham, Builders’ Merchant 
Cheltenham Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 

Surrn, Grorce Gereatp, Belvedere, Kent, Builder 
Rochester Pet Oct 25 Ord Dec4 

Tuompsox, Hernert, Leeds, Painter Lzeds Pet Nov 29 
Ord Nov 29 

Tuousox. Jons Stuart, Carlisle Carlisle Pet Dec4 Ord 
Dee 4 


Truscott, RBicnarp’ Cease, Devonport, Ironmonger 
Plymouth Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 2 i 

Waker. Jons Wittiam Gt Grimsby, Draper Gt Grimsby 
Pet Dee 2 Ord Dec 2 A 

Wooster. Wii11aM, Scuthall, Chemist Windsor Pet Nov 
% OriDec3 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 26: 
Trizz, Roseet Aireep, Worcester, Hop Merchant 
Worcester Ord Nov 23 
Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Dec 3 : : 
Lagter, Wiitrax Hosert, Norfolk, Fish Dealer Norw'ch 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 
London Gazettez,—Tvurspay, Dec, 10, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Asxzzsos, B, & Sons, Sandhurst, Berks, Family Butchers 
Reading Pet Nov2i Ord Decé6é 
Batzs, Epwarp, Manchester Manchester Pet Oct 18 
Ord Dec 


6 

Brrrvs, Jvxivs, South st, Fiosbury, Manufacturer’s Agent 
High Court Pet Dens Ord Dec5 

Bouttaxp, Wotre, West Hartlepool, Tailor Sunderland 
Pet Lec 4 Ord Dec4 

muaee, Jous, Sterbeck, Yorks York Pet Dec6 Ord 
Dee 6 

Beraetzy. Wittism. Batley, Innkeeper Dewsbury Pet 
Dee7 Ord Dec7 

Dossos, Wut Witriams, Peillheli, Carnarvon, 


Grocer Portmadoc Pet Dec5 Ord Dec5 
er 5 hy theffield, Builder Sheffield Pet Oct 15 


Fraser, Jons. Laurence Pountney hill, Merchant High 
Court Pet Mav 8 Ord Decé 
Sa ALFRED, Piahem, Norfolk, Grocer Norwich 


Guan, Hexeayr P aad Bhizley. Southampton, Baker 
Southampton Pet Dec7 Od Dec7 

Hatt, os. Le Cheshire, Saddler Stockport 
Pet Dec 6 d Dec 6 

Hazem, Eowrs. ~ + ~-i Bristol, Builder Brist»s Pet 
DeeS& Ord Decé 

a} “ow Mantis, Pataey, Architect Wandsworth 
Pet Nov Ord Dec 


6 
Hoimas, | Lez, Cowes, I of W, Tailor Newport 
me iecaa Draper Preston Pet Nov 71 
OnE, ov 
J orig Me, Bucklersbrary, Geeretary of Companies High 
ONES, 
Court Pet Octis O:d Decé 





Percival, CHARLES ALBERT. 


Sraporyve, Grorcr, Hengoed, 


Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 7 


Nass, Josern “11.14M, Gainsborough, Clerk Liacoln Pet 
Dec Ord 


Dee 5 


Nosrze, Taomas Henny, Hethersett Norfolk, Journeyman 
Ord Dec 4 


Coachbuilder Norwich Pet Dec6é 


PAuiseER, Jouy, Bradford, Fruit Saiesman Bradford Pet 
Dec 6 


Urd Dec 
Swinton, Iron Worker 


Salford Pet Nov 23 Ord Dec5 


Raprorp, Wares, Cambridge, Cattle Dealer Cambridge 


Pet Dec6 Ord Dec6 


Ritey. Frank, Leicester, Clothier Leicester Pet Dec 5 


O.d Dee 5 


Roaras, Aaron Epwarp. Hafod, 8 vansea, Confectioner 
Ord Dee 5 


Swanses Pet De5 
Scuuttz Wor, | na Ma upon Hull, Grocer Kingston 
Ord Dec 


upon Hull Pet Dec5 5 
Glam. Othas Proprietor 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Nov22 Ord Dec 


Guege 1s Ame ia, Brixton Sigh Court Pet Oct 29 Ord 
ec 5 
Taytor, Jony, and Tom Garpives, Birmingham, Hard- 


ware Merchants Birmingham Pet Nov? Ord Dec 6 
Waker, Tuomas, Whitst«ble, Vorn Merchint. Canter- 
bury Pet Dee5 Ord Decd 
Wisturop, Szennoust MARTINDALE. Bram oton, Gumsee- 
land, Innkeeper Carliste Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 


Amended notice substitufed for that published in 
the London Gazette of Dec 6: 
CuaRteswortH, Jos, H M Prison, — Denbigh, 
Painter Bangor Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 3u 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Brarsox, Aazon, Liverpool, ny ena Dec 18 at 3 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria at, Liverpo 

Berrvus, Juvivs, South st, binbes, Agent 
Dec 20 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Brennan, Epwanrp, Croydon, Butcher Dec 17 at 12.3) 24, 
Railway app, London Bridge 

CuagLesworta. Jos, & M Prison, Ruthin, Denbigh, 
} haan Dec 19 af 1130 Orypt chmbrs, Eastgate ro #, 

heater 

Cuerry. Cuartes. Leicester, General Dealer Dec 17 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Coz, WILLIAM Epwarp, Handsworth, Dental Surgeoa Dec 
1atit 174, Corporatlon st, Birmiogham 

a JouN, Plymouth, Labourer Dec 18 at il Off Rec, 

, Athenze am ter, Plymou' 

Gua, Joun Fawcett, Kingston ee Hull Dec 17 at 11 

Off Rec ‘Trivity House = Hull 
Dealer Dec 18 «t 12 Off 


Date, Frank. Liv 
Ree, 34, Victoria st, AE, 

Davies, Naassox, Loughor, Giam, Draper Dec 21 at 12 

Off Kee, 4. Queen st, Carmarthen 


Srronc, Witiiam, Nechella 
Dec 19 at1t 174, Corp»ra ion st, Birmingham 
Tuomas, Wittiam Owen, Penmaenmawr. Carnaren, 
Lodging House Keeger Dec 18 at 12.15 Ship H ta, 
angor 
Tomuiysox, Harvey, Abbots Bromlev, Staffs, Farme 
Dec 17 at 3,16 White Hart Hotel, Uttoxeter 
ee Ricuagp Czass. Devonport, Tronmmonger Dy 
19 attl Off Rec, 6, Athenzeam ter, Plymouth 
Waxe, Wittiam @osert, Twickenham, Undertaker Dy 
18at12 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 
WELLs. Josera Witiiam, Bedminster, Bristol, Taily 
Dec 18 at 12.39 Off R-c. 26, Baldwinst Bristol 
Witiiams, Taomas Oxaxtn Rhyl, Fiints, Buildey 
Merchant Dec 19 at 12.80 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate 
row, Chester 


Amended notice substituted pom that wabtichel § in the 
London Gazette of Dec 6 


Vincent, Samvet Fravois, Gt nity Cabdziver De 
l4atl Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


Limirep Companies. 


Cotumpra Koorenay Mrnina Co, Uimrrep, Salisbury Hons 

London Wall Deci9atil 33, st 

East Le Ror Minina Co, Limrep, + ted House 

London Wall Ucc 19 atil 33, Carey s' 

Barres Howr, Luurep, 10, Durham st, Bishop Auckland, 
Darham Des 17 at3 ‘Talbot Hotel, Bishop Aucklang 

Sours Lonpon Crous anv Enaineznine Oo, Limirep, 36%, 

Norwood rd, Tulse hill Dec 20 at 11.90 33, Carey st 

West Le Ro: Minne Co, Limrep, Salisbury aa 

London Wall Dec 19 at 11 83, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Beyrvs, J ULIUS, South st, Finsburv, Manufacturer's Agent 

High Coart Pet Decs Ord Decd 

Bietwistie, Hersert, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham 

Bo Pet Nov7 a Wartle 

LLAND, tye - w 1, Tailor Sunder! 
Pet Dec 4 Ord Dec 4 sues 
Seer, Jouy, Starbeck, Yorks York Pet Dec 6 On 
2c 

meee, bs Batley, Innkeeper Dewsbury PetDx 

Brown, ALBERT GeoRGE, nena, Hants, Baker Ports: 
mouth Pet Nov19 Ord D 

Burcess, Roperr WIiiiam, Walsall, Metal Goods Manu 
facturer Walsall Pet Oct 29 Ord Dec4 

Canter, JoserH Piymouth, Accountant Plymouth Pe 
Nov9 Ora Dec7 

— Faaycis Henry, and Watrer Witiiam Rivuay, 

Kingston on Gui, aoe Bottlers Kiogston on Hull 

Pet Nov 20 Ord D 

Crometon, Perer, and ten Am Joun Crompton, Plymouth, 
Pawnoroters Plymouth Pet Nov2t Ord vec7 

Frost, Atrrep. Fakenhan, Norfolk, Grocer Norwich 

Dec7 Ord Dec 7 

Garr ITHS ene me Tallist own Cwm, Ebbw Vale, Mon, 
lhonmonger Tredegar Pet Dec4 Ord Dec7 

GunpBy, Hexry Joun, Shirley, Suninamgen, Bakz 
Svuthampton Pet Dec7 Ord Dec 

Hat, Georce. Bredbury, Cheshire, Saddler Stockport 
Pet Dec 6 Ord Dec6é 

— come Bedminster. Bristol, Builder Bristol Pe 


Dec 5 
Hoimay, Henry Lex, Cowes, I of W, Tailor Newport 
and Ryde Pet Dec4 Ord Dec 4 


Horceort, Keyest Dicey, King’s Heath, Worcester, 
I Agent birmingbam Pet Nov27 Ord Dec? 





Fisxns, Wi.iiam Janes. New me oo Kent, Butch 
ec 30ati2 115, High et 

Fraser, Joun, Suff ‘ak House, nll Pountney hill, 
Merchant Dec 19 at 2 30 Bankruptey blags, Carey st 

Gout, Jous Fpwix, Baston, Lincoln, Farmer Dec 20 at 
11.85 Law Courts, Peterborough 

Hazeis, pre, Bedminster, Bristol, Builder Dec 18 at 
11.16 Off Rec, 26 Baldwin st, Bristol 

Heap, Ba Haworth, Yorks, Innkeeper Dec 17 at 11 
Off Kec 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Hiram, Wituras Joay. Stoke Newington, Accountant Dec 
20 at 240 Benkruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Hoiman. Henry Lez, Cowes, 1 of W, Taiior Dec 21 at 3 
19, Quay st, Newport, I of W 

JAMES, meg ye We! s, Somerset, Baker Dec 18 at 1145 
Off Rec. 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

JonEs, Paty "Bagilit, Fiint, Farmer Dec 19 at12 Crypt 

chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Keysanp, Wittiam Hewri, Bradford, ow al Agent 
a Dec a 11 Of Bes, 31, Manor row, B "D 
ENTISH EMUBL, ewport ‘agnel', ack, ra 

Dec 17 at 12 Off Rec, B idge st, N 6 

Kixscstox, Jonas, Ov Keut Fruit oe Dec 19 
at 11.30 24 Railway app, London Brid, = 

Laycrorp, Hexry Marcuant, Exmouth, —4 "4 he 
Dec 19 at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Ex 

Maztix, Hexry Tuomas, »tratford, Body Maker 4 20 


atit Bankruptcy bldgs, Varey st 
Meyvens, Cuinies, Hoylake, Chester. Grocer Dec 18 at 
1230 Off Ree, 35, ietoria at, Liverpool 


Nasu. Josera WILLIAM, Gainsborough, Eypinente Clerk 
Dec 17 at 12.80 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincol 

Nosiz, Tuomas Genry, Hethersett, Norfo: k, Joumeymen 

Coachbuilder Dec 17 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, 


Norwich 

O’Nei.u, Jous Auseat, Feancis O’Neiw1t Ernest Wass 
O’Ner1, and Hesseret Nutrauy O’ Nei, 

Sg Butchers Decisatil Off Ree, 19, Exchange 


at, 
Owr», Owew Wittiam, Liverpool, Tea Merchant Dec 18 
at 2 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Pixsicx, AL¥EED, te st, Hosier Dec 19 at 12 
Bavkruptey bidgs. Carry st 
Rocess, Epwarp Bezavcnamr, and Hexny Norman 
Colonial Brokers Dec 


Kveezarp Rooens, Miocing fn, Colonial 


Kenvett Tuomas Moy, Birmingham, Restaurant Pro- 
prictor Birmingham Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 6 

Kina Cnartes, Cioebury Mortimer, ae. Auctioneer 
Kidderwiuster Pet Dec5 -Jrd Dec & 

Laycrosp, Henry Magcuant, Exmouth, Umbre.ls Maker 
Exeter Pet Dec4 oUrd Dec4d 

— ~~ Louisa, ened Liverpool Pet Dees 


Oca 
Marrgews, Raymoxp Asu, Hornsey High Court Pet De 
8 Ord Dec7 


0. 
Mirson, WILLiaM. Lagtuastonn, Milk Dealer High Court 
Pet Des? Ord Dec7 
MursaLeen Mursavegn Casa Gaon, Featherstone bldg, 
Merchant High Court Pet June 18 Ord Dec 4 
Nasa, Josep Wituiam, Saeeeeenan, Engineer’s Cletk 
s — rag! wad mS 
wn ~ HoMas Henry, Hethersett, Norfolk, Journeyms 
achbuilder Norwich Pet Dec6 Ord Dec 6 
enum James, and Daniex O’Brizy, Hulms, Manchester, 
Fruit 4 Maachester Pet Nov 26 Ord Deel 
Bausaoen, Jus. Oe svelte, Frait Saleemin Bradford Pé 
vec 
Pixsick, ALFRED, too ate st, Hosier High Court Pe 
Nov7 Ord Dec5 a 


Raprorp, Watrer, Cambridge, Cattle Dealer Cambridge 
Pet Dec 6 Dec 6 

Ritey. Frank, Lewester, Cothier Leicester Pet Ded 
Ord vec 5 


Rocers, Aanon Epwagp, eet, Swansea, Confectiont 
P ——e. cg Ord Dec 5 
|CHULTZ oLr, Kiagston upon Hull, Grocer Kingsts 
upon Hull Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 6 
Snort pod Antaour, avd Sypyey Cuaruron Rep, 
ali Paper Merchant Wristol Pet Noy22 rd Deeé 
REDERICK, Birmingham, General Deslet 
ham Pet Novi5 Ord Dec7 


Guupsow, 
Sarr: Cuagies, Birmingham, Sy pl Ironmongt 
iemingham Pet Nov8 Ord Dec 


Wacken, omas, Whitstable, Corn Merchant Canter 
b Pet Dec5 Ord Deo 6 
Weis, Joszrn Wittiam, Bedminster, Bristol, Talla 


Bristol Pet Nov 27 Ord De 
Wars, Wiit1am Hopoxiy, Church Goocler, Derby, Groot 
surton on Trent Pet Oct 22 Ord D: 
Wituiams, Tuomas Deraxiy, Liso Cheshire, Builder's 
Merchant Pet Nov18 Ord Dec5 





81 at 12 gon ag yg st 
Suont, Jous ARTHUR, and hem d Cnartaton Rzxp, 
Bristol, Wall 


Paper Merchante Dec iSat 3, Off 
26, Baldwin st, Bristol _ 


Wixrtunor, Sxwnovse Mantinpace, Brampton, Camb 
land, Innkeeper Carlisle Pet Dec7 Ord Dec7 






Funps - 
YEARLY 





